Google 



This is a digital copy of a book that was preserved for generations on library shelves before it was carefully scanned by Google as part of a project 

to make the world's books discoverable online. 

It has survived long enough for the copyright to expire and the book to enter the public domain. A public domain book is one that was never subject 

to copyright or whose legal copyright term has expired. Whether a book is in the public domain may vary country to country. Public domain books 

are our gateways to the past, representing a wealth of history, culture and knowledge that's often difficult to discover. 

Marks, notations and other maiginalia present in the original volume will appear in this file - a reminder of this book's long journey from the 

publisher to a library and finally to you. 

Usage guidelines 

Google is proud to partner with libraries to digitize public domain materials and make them widely accessible. Public domain books belong to the 
public and we are merely their custodians. Nevertheless, this work is expensive, so in order to keep providing tliis resource, we liave taken steps to 
prevent abuse by commercial parties, including placing technical restrictions on automated querying. 
We also ask that you: 

+ Make non-commercial use of the files We designed Google Book Search for use by individuals, and we request that you use these files for 
personal, non-commercial purposes. 

+ Refrain fivm automated querying Do not send automated queries of any sort to Google's system: If you are conducting research on machine 
translation, optical character recognition or other areas where access to a large amount of text is helpful, please contact us. We encourage the 
use of public domain materials for these purposes and may be able to help. 

+ Maintain attributionTht GoogXt "watermark" you see on each file is essential for in forming people about this project and helping them find 
additional materials through Google Book Search. Please do not remove it. 

+ Keep it legal Whatever your use, remember that you are responsible for ensuring that what you are doing is legal. Do not assume that just 
because we believe a book is in the public domain for users in the United States, that the work is also in the public domain for users in other 
countries. Whether a book is still in copyright varies from country to country, and we can't offer guidance on whether any specific use of 
any specific book is allowed. Please do not assume that a book's appearance in Google Book Search means it can be used in any manner 
anywhere in the world. Copyright infringement liabili^ can be quite severe. 

About Google Book Search 

Google's mission is to organize the world's information and to make it universally accessible and useful. Google Book Search helps readers 
discover the world's books while helping authors and publishers reach new audiences. You can search through the full text of this book on the web 

at |http: //books .google .com/I 



LECTURES 



ON 



TECEOLOaY 



LECTURES 



ON 



TECEOLOaY 



i * "? 



■"•n 



I 






.1 . ■' I <'-;i:\!. 



• ■ J ii '. 



; I' I-'.. 






• \ 






I ■ ; r • 1 ., .^ < ' t.> • 



;: '.J . 



i 



^'^-,^^h-^/.. 




LEOTURES 



oir 



THEOLOGY 



BT 



REV. BENNET TYLER, D. D., 

LiXZ PEiaiDKaT AND PBOFfSBOR OF CBRI8TZAX THEOLOOT Dl TH£ TEMLOGICAL 

XNSXXTUTE OF COKREOTICUT. 



TTOH A MEMOIR, BY EEV. NAHUM GALE, D. D. 



BOSTON: 
J. E. TILTON & COMPANY. 

1859. 



L l?.'v5V,,«- 



! ?; ic ■:- • • ■■ f-l tL -' H 



I 



r 






iu. 






J ;■ 



: I t 



Xntend, aooordlng to Act of Congnu, In the jmx 1850, bj 

J. E. TILTON ik COMPANY, 

In the aerk'i Office of the District Court of tho District of Masndnuetti. 



SLXOTBOTTPSD AT TRS 
BOSTOjr STXBSOTTrB rOUJTDBT. 



PREFACE. 



The children -of Dr. Tyler desiro some written 
memorial of their beloved father. With them, 
they doubt not, many sympathize, especially 
they who have been his parishioners, students, or 
coadjutors. 

Dr. Tyler left no record of his religious ex- 
perience, or of his labors, except a brief paper, 
written several years before his decease, and ad- 
dressed to his children, though evidently not in- 
tended for publication. From thia paper several 
extracts are given in the Memoir. 

As it has been tlie design of the writer, that 
Dr. Tyler, as far as possible, should speak for 
himself, his views of truth and of duty are, for 
the most part, expressed in his own words. With 
the same object in \-iew, the lectures in this vol- 
ume are printed, even to their titles, without 
abridgment or verbal changes. 

The lectures are on those subjects which not 
1* (6) 
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only engaged the special attention of the writer 
while professor of theology, but which entered 
deeply into the controversies of his day. 

The writer of the Memoir takes pleasure in 
acknowledging his obligations for valuable aid 
to Kev. John E Tyler, to whom, it will be noticed, 
several of the letters relating to his father are 
addressed. Special acknowledgments are also 
due to the writers of the letters. Nearly all of 
them have been received since the Memoir was 
written ; they may be regarded, therefore, as so 
many independent witnesses to the correctness 
of the estimate there given of Dr. Tyler's char- 
acter and work. It can not escape the notice of 
the reader, that there is a remarkable agreement 
in the letters as to the main featiures of Dr. Tyler's 
character, — the same expressive terms being 
often used by diflTerent writers. 

Lee, Mass. 
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CHAPTER I. 



EARLY LIFE, COLLEGIATE AND THEOLOGICAL 
EDUCATION. 



Tee ancestors of Bonnet Tyler, botli on his father's and 
his mother's side, belonged to the substantial yeomanry 
of Connecticut. Though they could boast of no family 
distinction according to the world's estimation, they bad 
tlie nobiHty of a connection with the " household of faith." 
HiH grandfather, Daniel Tyler, removed from Branford to 
Middlebury, then a part of Woodbury, in 1743. James 
Tyler, the father of Bennet, married Aimo Hungerford, of 
Watertown. He lived, from early years, an exemplary 
Christian, and died at tbo age of fifty-nine, leaving un- 
broken a circle of five children, four sous and one daugh- 
ter. Tlie youngest of this circle was Bennet, boru at 
Middlebury, July 10, 1783. 

Few incidents worthy of notice occurred in his early life. 
When four years of age he had a very narrow escape from 
death. He was climbing a cart wheel ; the oxen started, 
he fell, and the wheel passed over him; he, doubtless, 
VDiild have been iustantly crushed had he not fallen by 
tho side of a stone, which broke tbo force of the wheel. 

In view of this providence he has remarked, — and who 
2 • ('3) 
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may not say the same iii relation to some hair-breadth 
escape in early life ? — " Why was I thus signally spared, 
when 80 many children are cut down by the stroke of 
death ? Even so, Father, for bo it seemed good in thy 
sight." 

In the religious education of the subject of this memoir, 
tliore was nothing out of tlio ordinary course in Puritan 
families of tliat day. He had tho cousecration of early 
baptism, the Sabbath, public worship, tho " church in the 
house," with its altar of prayer, bringing daily blessings to 
the household. That *' form of sound words," the Assem- 
bly's Catechism, was recited every Sabbath evening. A 
mother's pious instriiction fell upon the child's fresh sen- 
sibilities "as the small rain upon the tender herb." 
Serious thoughts of death and of eternity crossed that 
youthful mind as it began to sec beyond the world of 
sense. Struggles with conscience had even then begun 
to show a depraved nature, and transient religious im- 
pressions evinced that the service of Christ was not the 
chosen portion of the soul. Yet the truths of the Bible 
were believed, and by their restraining power kept his 
youthful feet from every path of vice or immorality. 

His advantages for early education were limited to the 
common school, a mile and a half distant from his father's 
house. He began to attend this school at six years of 
age ; but when old euough to be of service on the farm, 
his term of study was restricted to the winter. At bcIiooI, 
though ambitious to excel, and having the reputation of 
being a good scholar, ho made no great attainments iu 
learning. Webster's Spelling Book and Daholl's Arith- 
metic were his chief text Imoks. English grammar and 
geography were then "higher branches," not generally 
introduced in tho common schools. Unfavornblc as were 
these circumstances to intellectual stimulant and culture, 
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the elder sons of this familj cherished a desire for a lib- 
eral education, which the want of pecuniary means com- 
pelled them to rolinquisli, Bennet had tho same desire ; 
but the farm could only support tlio family, and it seemed 
that this aspiration must bo crushed. Accordingly, at 
the age of fifteen he was sent to Watertown, to learn a 
trade of one Mr. Richards. He continued licro three 
months, when an accident turned the whole current of 
his future life. In attempting to leap a wall, he so 
bruised bis side, that ho was unable to labor ; and his 
father making him a visit, be returned with him, intending 
to remam at homo only a few days. 

Here he soon learned from au uncle that the subject of 
his education had been agitated by his brothers. This 
kmdlcd anew his smothered desire for knowledge. A 
family conference was held, which resulted in the deter- 
mination to send Bennet to college, the brothers gener- 
ously offering to assist, if the father's means should prove 
inadequate. 

He now commenced the study of Latin with Rev. Ira 
Hart, the parish minister ; at tho same time boarding at 
home, and assisting in the farm work. His brothers took 
a deep interest in his education, but were not called upon 
to render pecuniary aid. Receiving a small legacy from 
his father while in college, by teaching school and other 
labors, ho succeeded, with rigid economy, in paying all 
hiE bills, and completed his collegiate course with the com- 
fort, enjoyed by too few students, of being free from debt. 

He entered Yale College in the autumn of 1800. Some 
years before that time the Cliristian religion had been 
a frequent subject of ridicule among tho undergradu- 
ates. Infidehty, imported from France, bad poisoned tho 
minds of many students, and strict piety was generally 
looked upon as unfitted for the freedom of youth. At 
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ono time, near tha close of the last century, there was but 
one professor of religion in the Freshman class, not one 
in the Sophomore, only one in the Junior, and not more 
than ton in the Senior. So far was scoffing at sacred 
things carried, that "on one communion Sabbath some of 
the students in the dining hall cut the broad in pieces to 
represent tlio sacred emblem of Christ's body, and impi- 
oiisly offered it to a solitary professor who was dining with 
them ; intending tliercby to wound the feelings of the 
youth just from tlie table of the Lord." Tliough such 
impiety had been greatly restrained at the opening of tlie 
century, yet the religious influence of Yale was not then 
positive and pon'ading, as after the revival of 1802. 
There were but few professors of religion among the un- 
dergraduates. But God's ways are not as man's ways ; 
and he who met Augustine by his renewing grace, in a 
city wliere his motiier regarded his converKion as hope- 
less, arrested this young man amid those temptations of 
college life which will always surround a youth of seven- 
teen. The account of his conversion shall be given iu 
his own words. It is as follows : — 

" I had some serious reflections, as I have already men- 
tioned, while quite a child ; but they were of short contin- 
uance. At the time I was fitting for college there was a 
revival in my native place, atid my own mind at times 
was seriously impressed. I recollect being repeatedly 
very deeply affected at religious meetings. I am inclined 
to think, however, that my feelings were more the effect 
of sympathy than of conviction of sin. I cannot recol- 
lect any distinct views which I had of my character as a 
sinner, though I knew I was not prepared to die, and 
needed religion to prepare me for heaven. I unfortu- 
nately, at ttiis time, labored under the conviction that 
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conversion vas in such a seuse God's work as to leave 
notliiiig for tlie creature to do, and that my business was 
to wait for God to couvert me. I often thought I desired 
to bo a Christiau ; and I hoped that God would arrest mj 
attention and change my heart. But I waited in vain. 
After a while my anxiety left me, and I was, if possible, 
more stupid than before. After this, a young man of in- 
fidel sentiments came to study with Mr. Hart. His con- 
versadon had a very injurious effect upon my mind, and 
led me to entertain doubts respecting the inspiration of 
Uie ycriptures. I could not, however, entirely shake off 
the imprei^sions of early education. That the religion of 
my parents was not a reality, it was hai'd for me to be- 
lieve : and altliougb I was sceptical at times, I could not 
satisfy myself that the Bible was not true. And the fearful 
tliought that it might bo true, and that its account of a 
future retribution might prove to be a reality, would some- 
times overwhelm me. Sueh thoughts, however, I ban- 
ished from my mind as much as possible, and flattered 
myself that at some future time I would make preparation 
for death. Tliis was the state of my mind during my 
first and part of my second year in college. In the spring 
of 1802, while 1 was Sophomore, that great revival com- 
menced in Yale College, to which reference has often 
been made, and which issued in the hopeful conversion of 
about seventy of the students. This revival commenced 
a few weeks before the spring vacation. I knew very 
little of it, however, at the time, as I was confined with 
tlie mcaiiles, and as soon as I was able, had gone homo, on 
account of the weakness of my eyes. I continued at 
home during the remainder of the term, and, owing to 
the sickness and death of my father, I did not return to 
college till one or two weeks after the commencement of 
the summer term. A great change had takeu place 
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during my absence. Many who were thoughtless when I 
last saw tbcm, were now rejoicing in hope, and others were 
deeply anxious for their souls. Meanwhile I had been 
called to pass through a most affecting scene. My father 
had died in the triumphs of faith. His death, the funeral 
sermon which was preached on the following Sabbath, 
and the intelligence whicli I had received from college, 
had made a deep impression on my mind. I returned to 
college. When I entered the college yard, an awful so- 
lemnity seemed to rest upon every object on which I cast 
my eyes. The buildings were solemn. The trees were 
solemn. The countenance of every individual whom I 
saw was solemn. ' How dreadful is this place,' was the 
exclamation which seemed naturally to force itself from 
me. I went into my room. On the table was a letter 
addressed to me from a classmate with whom 1 had been 
intimate, and whom I had left in a state of thoughtless 
security. His attention had been called up to the con- 
cerns of his soul ; and having heard of my affliction in 
the death of my father, lie had written me a very affec- 
tionate letter, urging upon me an immediate attention to 
the concerns of my soul. My room-mate soon after came 
from his closet, with a solemn, joyful countenance, and 
told me what God had done for his soul since we had 
parted. My feelings at this time can be better imagined 
than described. Suffice it to say, an impression was now 
made upon my mind which was never effaced. I no 
longer baited between two opinions. I felt that if I 
did not secure my salvation now, I never should ; and I 
resolved to attend in earnest to the things which belonged 
to my peace. I knew not what to do. I read my Bible 
and tried to pray, but my heart was as hard as adamant. 
I wandered in the fields meditating on my miserable state, 
and tried to cry to God for mercy. But I had no sense 
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of God's presence, and my prayers seemed not to ascend 
over Diy head. I could feci no godly sorrow for sin, no 
lore to God, and no gratitude for his mercies. I knew 
that there was not one right feeling in my heart, and I 
could not change my heart, nor could I do any thing 
to induce God to change U; and what to do I knew not. 
My miud was filled with awful darkness. I was in tliia 
Btato several weekn ; not in such great distress as some 
ex|)crience ; nor did I have those clear views of my sina 
which sometimes precede conversion. I have many timoa 
feared, indeed, that I liave never had any genuine coiivic- 
tiou of sin. I think, however, I was convinced of the 
entire depravity of my own heart ; and although I can- 
not recollect such awful lieart-risings aa some have ex- 
pressed, I think I was brought to sec that ' the carnal 
mind is enmity against God,' and that nothing short of 
the almighty energy of the Holy Spirit is sufficient to sub- 
due it. I can recollect that a calmness came over my 
mind, such as I had not felt before, and that my views of 
divine things were dlRbrent from what tlioy liad been. I 
saw that God's requirements were reasonable, and that I 
was vilhoiit excuse. Every thing, indeed, appeared right 
but myself. But my ideas were not very clear, and I 
cannot recollect very distinctly what my views and feel- 
ings irere. The burden that I had felt on my mind was in 
a great measure gone, and my fear was, that I was losing 
my religious impressions. I found, however, that my 
interest in the subject of religion, so far from being abated, 
was increased. I felt a disposition to pray, and seemed 
to take some satisfaction in the duty ; and the more I 
tiiought on religious subjects the more peaceful I felt ; 
vhereas before, directly the opposite was true. A few 
days after this change in my feelings, I was present at the 
examiuatiou of some of the students for admission to the 



church ; and one of these, ia giving an account of hiniEclf, 
seemed to describe my feelings better than I could have 
described them myself, I then, for the first time, began 
to tJiink it jiossiblo tlmt I might liave passed from death 
unto life. But my hope was a faint and trembling one, 
and has, from tlmt day to tliis, been attended with many 
doubts and fears. This occurred some time in the sum- 
mer of 1802. I joined the church in Yale College, April 
3, 1803, in my Junior year.' When I look back upon 
my life, I find much cause for deep humiliation before 
God. It seems sometimes as if it was nothing but sin. I 
have, it is true, through the restraining grace of God, 
been kept from open and scandalous sins. I have, for 
aught I know, sustained an unblemished Christian char- 
acter in the sight of men. But my heart is a sink of in- 
iquity. When I compare myself with God's holy law, I 
am truly vilo. If I liavo any religion, I certainly have but 
httle ; and if I am over saved, my salvation will be a won- 
derful display of divine grace. I have never allowed my- 
self to indulge a very confident expectation of future 
happiness. When I think of the doeeitfulness and wick- 
edness of the human heart, and recollect that vast multi- 
tudes have deceived themselves with a hypocrite's hope, I 
often tremble for myself. But I have a hope, and the 
evidences of it arc those : I tliink I do delight in the 
character of God as it is revealed in the Scriptures. I 
think I do rejoice in the government of God. I think 
the law of God appears to me to be excellent. I think I 
see a loveliness in Christ, and that he is precious to my 
Boul. I think sin appears odious, and that I do sincerely 



' On a slip of paper found in Dr. Tylcr'a pocket book was written in 
an unknown hnnd this memorandum ; "April 3, A. D., 1803. — Moses 
Stuart, (Tutor,) Banks, Frost, E. Swift, Tyler, Tan Heuvel, Junion, 
made a profession of religion at Yale College." 
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long to be freed from it, and to be made perfectly holy. 
I tbiiik I feel a peculiar affection for the people of God. 
I think I feel a deep interest in the cause of Christ, and a 
shicere desire to see it promoted. I think I do sometimes 
enjoy communion with God in secret. These feelings, if 
my heart does not deceive me, I possess in some degree, 
though they are far from being what tlicy should be, and 
are mingled with much, very much, that is wrong." 

In college, Mr. Tyler had for clas&-mates Rev. Dr. Brace, 
of I'ittsfield, Rev. Dr. McEwcn, of New London, Hon. J. 
C. Calhoun, Rev. John Marsh, Bishop Gadsden, and 
others, who have smce risen to eminence. Rev. John 
Pierpont, the poet, was for some time his room-mate, just 
then beginning to write poetry, which did not alwaya 
Hcape the severe criticism of unpoetical tutors. 

The following tribute to the memory of his class-mate 
is from the venerable Dr. Brace. Par nobile fralrvm, wo 
may say, in relation to the chief characteristic spoken of 
in the letter. 

PiTTsnELR, January U, 18S9. 
To Da. Oah, of Lee, M«m. 

" Honest Bennct Tyler " — yes, that was ho in Yalo 
College, at the beginning of the running century — the 
BpeciGc expression of his mind and word that title was, as 
1 liave ever since had him in my thought. I loved him 
for his simplicity and singleness of mind. I could trust 
in him. 

" A nit's ■ fcBther, end a chief's b rod ; 
An honest man'* the noblest work of God." 

A faithful man who can find ? He is a wondor ! I 
found one in this very man, my class-mato. Our class 
entered college in 1800, early in September. Gardner 
Spring and Nathaniel W. Taylor entered in the same 
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class, altliougk within two years they left, tbrough some 
illness, and received tlieir degrees a year or two after 
1804, Our number was near eiglity, — sixty-six were 
graduated in September, 1801. Wliat a company of 
briglit, ambitious young men ! I look back upon tliem 
with admiration. O, the impression upon our soul, after 
tiie cxamiuatiou for " Freshmen," when tlie tutors called 
us together and declared us accepted ! What frieudtihip 
we enjoyed, and what deliglit we full in our college work ! 
Precious years ! I give thanks to God for giving those 
blessings to me. After fifty-eight years, death has taken 
away all but Beventeen. I am a wonder to myself as I 
write these notices of my early companions, Bennct 
Tyler was eager to learn. Dr. Dwight was our president 
and minister. Under his preaching there was a great 
revival in 1802, in which a great company turned to the 
ministry of Christ. Bennet Tyler would never neglect 
his lessons — never be absent from the recitations — never 
violate tlie rules of college — never cause trouble to tlie 
governors and teachers — never do any thing to injure 
others — never any thing to hinder the prosperity of the 
institution. He was pleasant in liis temper — peaceable 
in his disposition — kind in his conversation — benevolent 
in his feelings — conKtant in his study — honorable in his 
conduct — and he was honored and beloved. Such was 
his early character. As a Christian he was humble, holy 
in his spirit, conscientious and heavenly in his life. As a 
minister of Christ ho was experimental, and faithful, and 
led many to eternal salvation. He was active during a 
long course of years, and is now, I do trust, in the pres- 
ence of the great Redeemer, It is with much pleasure 
that 1 remember him, and that I now give you this ac- 
count of him. 

I am your affectionate brother in the Christian ministry, 
J. Brace. 
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Mr. Tyler's rank as a scholar is not accurately known 
to tlie writer of this Memoir. His name is enrolled on 
the catalogue of the -l: B. K,, wliicli contains about one 
third of tlie class, accounted at the time as the best 
scholars. 

Having graduated in September, 1804, at the age of 
21, Mr. Tyler spent one year in teaching the academy in 
Weston, Fairfield county, employing his leisure houra in 
reading, preparatory to the study of theology. 

In the autunm of 1805, lie commenced theological 
study under the tuition of Rev. Asabel Hooker, of Goshen, 
Conn., who kept a private theological school. Here he 
remained one year, then the usual term of study for 
graduates preparatory to preaching. At this school Mr. 
Tyler was associated with several fellow-students, whom 
he, to the last, greatly respected and loved. Among them 
were Dr. Heman Humphrey, Dr. John Woodbridge, Rev. 
Frederick Marsh, Rev. Joshua Huntington, and Rev. 
Thomas Punderson. 

During this year he pursued his studies with such assi- 
duity that lie seriously injured his health. A severe pain 
in his clicst, which had troubled him in college, now in- 
creased, and when licensed to preach by the North Asso- 
ciation of Litchfield county in the fall of 1806, he was ill 
prepared to begin in earnest tlie work of the ministry. 

Those who have soon his robust frame and ruddy coun- 
tenance, and heard his strong voice in later years, will be 
surprised to learn that, at the threshold of the ministry, 
he seemed, for months, a candidate for the consumptive's 
grave. He attributes his feeble health at this time, pri- 
marily, to a habit of bending over a low table in the early 
part of his life as a student. WJien he began to preach, 
his delivery was vehement, and his excitement such as 
greatly aggravated the disease from which he was suffer- 
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ing. In describing these early efforts in tlie piilpit, he 
used to say, " I preached with all my might." His first 
sermon was delivered to the congregation of Eov. Timotliy 
Stoue, in Soutli Cornwall. In relation to this first effort 
in the pnlpit, Dr. Tyler was fond of relating the compli- 
ment which he received from Mrs. Stone. "I heard a 
man say," remarked the good lady on returning from 
church, "that he liked your sermon very much. But," 
she added, after a brief pause, " I do not regard him as a 
very'good judge of sermons." 

After preaching occasionally in several other places, he 
received a unanimous call to settle in Blanford, and was 
also urged to become pastor of the chnrch in Milford; 
but the pain in his chest had greatly increaGcd ; his lunge 
were very much inflamed ; and, on consulting a physician 
in New Haven, he was advised to desist from preaching, 
to leave the seaboard, and journey on horseback. Ao- 
cordiugiy in May, 1807, ho started for Niagara Falls in 
company with his friend Mr. I'underson. They reached 
the Palls in three weeks, passing through " almost an 
entire wilderness" west of Genesee River. Where now 
stands the city of Rochester they found only two log 
cabins ; and a considerable part of the distance they were 
guided by "marked trees." 

After visiting two brothers in Jefferson county, Mr. 
Tyler's health had so much improved that he ventured to 
preach occasionally in the new settlements of that region. 
At tlie close of the summer he returned to Connecticut, 
itill, liowever, too feeble to take charge of a parish. 

The following letters, the first from Rev, Dr. Wood- 
bridge, of Iladley, Mass., and the second from Rev. 
Frederick Marsh, of Winchester, Conn., will show the 
estimation in which he was held by fellow-stndents in 
theology. Tliey are also valuable for their particulars of 
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ihe mcUiod of study pursued by candidates for the nun- 
isiry iu New Euglaud fifty years ago. 



Haolet, June 12, 18B8. 
Ert. Ub. Gale. 

My Dear Sirt I was associated with your venerable 
aud excclient father-in-law, Rev. Dr. Tyler, iu theological 
studies, at Mr. Hooker's, in Goshen, Conn. 

When I arrived there, I found several youug mco of 
much (troraiso preparing for the miuistry ; and ooioug 
the more promiucut of these was Mr. Tyler. His first 
appearance was prepossessing ; ho was unaffected and 
gentle, yet his address was marked with a manliuess and 
Btreuglh of character indicating liis fitness for some highly 
useful sphere in life. There was uotliing of qiiackory, 
Qotliing of boasting solf-coiicoit, nothing of overbearing 
insolence, nothing of ttie defiant niatitier in that young 
disciple ; yet lie was a clear, independent thinker, holding 
fast his opinions, because ho luvcd tlicm as truth, and 
was ready to defend them with argument and by kuiduess 
against an opposing world. Ho was friendly to all ; and 
1 have no recollection of a bitter or angry word that ever 
iell from his lips. My estimate of his character, both as 
a Christian and a man of a discerning and well-furnished 
mind, continued to increase in proportion to the intimacy 
with him whicli I was ])ermittcd to enjoy. 

While he made no pretensions to splendor of imagina- 
tion, few could surpass him iu tlie power of fixed atten- 
tion, aud searching investigation of a subject in its first 
principles, and in its various relations. 

We were accustomed to read, in tlie presence of each 
other, dissertations on questions pro|)ounded by our in- 
Btructor. Mr. Tyler's wero always respectable ; his argu- 
ments wore well selected, well arranged, and expressed 



in fitting sentences of genuine English, without the small- 
est approach to bombast, or the studied and mystical 
obscurity wliich many superficial witlings liave been 
accustomed to regard as profound. He wrote as a sen- 
sible lawyer speaks, who feels that bis cause is a good 
one, and tliat be has nothing to do but to divest it of all 
&lse coloriug, and exhibit it iu its transparent, unadorned 
Bimplicity. In his sermons at this time, Mr, Tyler studied 
to enligiiten the mind, obviate prejudice, rouse the con- 
scieuco, and impress the heart with Che awfulness, gran- 
deur, and supreme urgency of the things contained in the 
gospel. Ho was a great friend of geuuiiio revivals ; and 
he loved lo speak and liear of the best metliods of address- 
ing his fcUow-mea on the momentous interests of their 
souls. He was both a diligent student, and, I doubt not, 
a warm-hearted, lumible man of prayer. As for ostenta- 
tion with respect either to his talents or his religion, he 
had as little of it, I must think, as I ever knew in any 
human being. He was, however, peculiarly frank, and it 
was perfectly obvious to his friends what was the habitual 
bias of his mind, and what the chosen direction of his 
thoughts. His home was in the studies, spiritual musings, 
and the duties of the sacred profession to wliich ho had 
devoted his life. He united, in an unusual degree, a quiet 
cheerfulness with the habitual sobriety becoming a Chris- 
tian and a Christian minister. After his license to preach 
the gospel, I heard him speak, with tears, of the respon- 
sibilities of his holy vocation ; and his subsequent course 
was such as might have been anticipated from the begin- 
ning of liis labors as a herald of the cross. Among our 
fellow-students were Messrs. Heman Humphrey, Joshua 
Huntington, afterwards of Boston, Thomas Punderson, 
late of Huntington, Conn., and several others, whose 
praise is still in the churches. We used to meet in a grove 
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not far from Mr. Hooker's, for the purpose of exercising 
ourBelvec in speaking, and the benefit of mutual criticism. 
Mr. Tyler was not inferior to any in tlie promptitude and 
ability witli whieh he engaged ia tlieso friendly services. 
We were expected, at our meals, to converse on some text 
of Scripture, or some topic to which one of our number 
had paid sjKcial attention for this purpose. I need not 
6ay tlial Mr. Tyler was always prepared for this pleasant 
and profitable task assigned him. Ho loved to talk on 
Uiemes divine, as the devotee of fashion delights in the 
frivolities of dress and equipage. We were accustomed 
to walk to a cousiderablo distance that wo might attend 
ereuiiig meetings, whore we wero expected to pray and 
read, and, peradveuture, deliver an exhortation to the 
neighbors convened on such occasions. That Mr. Tyler 
would gladly embrace these opportunities of doing good, 
preeminently unassuming as lie was, you will readily be- 
lieve. We not seldom walked several miles on the Sab- 
bath, to conduct, by reading and prayer, a meeting in 
what was then called a winter parish in Goshen, where 
the people, but for such aid, would have been destitute, a 
part of the time at least, of public reUgious ser\'iceB. 
These services wero very proCtablo to us, as, with the 
exception of reading the sermons of others instead of our 
own, and omitting the benediction at the close, they were 
tlie same in which we should be engaged after we became 
heonsed jtreachors of the word. The pulpit, after wo be- 
gan to preach, was not a strange place to us, and we were, 
therefore, more self-possessed than wo otherwise would 
have been. It was expected, I believe, tliat we should 
read with the same iuHcctions and freedom of manner as 
if we were delivering our own discourses. Wc had the 
sdvantage of boarding in one of the best of families, where 
we were continually encouraged by wise and kind words 
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and Christian suavity of manners. Mr. Hooker himself 
was a pattern of every virtue — mild, generous, self-deny- 
ing, sound ill the faitb, discreet, sober, a friend to his people, 
a lover of good men, given to hospitality, and faithful in 
declaring all the counsel of God. I have been informed 
tliat tlic lato Professor Port«r, of Audover, was accustomed 
to speak of Mr. Hooker as one of the best pastors, if not 
the very best, with whom ho was ever acquainted. Such 
an example was not lost on your dear departed father. 
My docoased wife has told me that when she was a teacher 
in Sharon, she heard the late Governor John Cotton 
Smith, who had heard Mr. Tyler preach, speak of him 
witli mu^h approbation, as one of the ablest and most 
promising young men in the State of Connecticut. Such, 
I believe, was the common impression concerning him. 
His theological views tlien were essentially the same with 
those whicli ho believed and maintained to the close of 
his long and very useful life. I occasionally saw him 
after his settlement iu the ministry, and sometimes heard 
him preach iu the prime of his days, and foimd liim e 
the same. The Lord gave Iiira much success in the I 
eoHversion of sinners. Ho was a judicious and safe guidfl j 
to Bouls, and enlightened and serious Christians valued J 
hia ministry as above all price. What lie was in all tho "J 
relations lie sustained in later years you well know. He" j 
has, through grace, well and nobly finished his works be- 1 
low. He has come to his grave as a shock of corn fully i 
ripe in its season. 

My heart is touched when I recollect that my last letter'] 
from him was a letter of fraternal condolence, written last ' 
winter, a few days aft«r the lamented death of ray dearest | 
earthly friend, and the mother of my children. 

I will add no more. May the blessing of a covenant- i 
keeping God rest upon tho posterity of your sainted 1 
parents. John Woodbridge. 
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1 Centbe, Decembei S, Ifi^S. 

Dear Brother : You inquire for my recollections of the 
late Dr. Tyler during tlic time in which we wore fcllow- 
Btudcnts in Goshen. The following statements and re- 
marks comprise what is the most distinct in my mind 
relative to this subject. 

As a student he possessed much both of taste and 
capacity. His strong relish for study was evinced by tlio 
factj as he told mc, that, by a family arrangement, he be- 
came an apprentice, but es[>ericncing an injury which 
disabled him for that business, in his confinement from 
labor he obtained a Latin Grammar, and alone commenced 
his preparation for college. Dui-ing his college course, a 
class-mate of liis, and I think a room-mate too, used to say 
to me, " Tyler studies because ho loves study, not because 
he is ambitious of the honors of college. He will some 
day )>ecomc eminent." What was thus indicated in his 
early studies was realized iu the prosecution of his theo- 
logical studies. 

My personal acquaintance with Mr. Tyler did not be- 
come intimate until the autumn of 1805, when we both, 
about the same time, became students in the Rev. Mr. 
Hooker's theological school, and inmates of that estimable 
family. The prescribed course of study there was, read- 
ing (more or less extensively, as the taste and time of 
the student allowed) standard authors on a scries of 
questions in systematic theology, writing essays on each 
of those questions, reading what was thus written before 
the teacher for his remarks and criticisms, and those of 
the students. Mr. Tyler road and wroto extensively, I 
Buppose, on from twenty to thirty of those questions. In 
this he showed himself to be a diligent and able student. 
His mental perceptions were clear, and clothed in plain, 
«mple language. He never seemed inclined to use high- 



Bounding words or uncoromon phraseology. For a youog 
mail his compositions exhibited uncommon maturity of 
mind and tliouglit. In the early part of bis residence 
in Goshen, I recollect his reading to me a manuscript 
sermon, without intimating who was the author. The 
discourse impressed my mind so favorably, by the arrange- 
ment, style of composition, and force of thought, that I 
was greatly surprised when he told me that he had writ- 
ten it, by way of experiment, before ho commenced the 
study of theology. 

As to liis habits of study, I do not recollect any thing 
remarkable, only his every-day, straightforward course 
of diligent ajiplication to liis appropriate business. la 
winter he was accustomed to rise at six o'clock, and, with 
other students, to walk several miles and return before it 
was light enough to resume stndy. 

In his deportment as a man, there was a lovely union 
of cheerfulness and gravity, of dignity and condescension, 
and of benevolence without ostentation. With all there 
was a frank opcn-heartedness, a kind of transparent sin- 
cerity of disposition, which inspired unhesitating confi- 
dence, and stamped peculiar excellence on his character. 
In a more direct religious view, meekness and humility, 
eimplicity and godly sincerity, were manifest traits in the 
character of Mr. Tyler at Goshen. During the greater 
part of the year which I spent with him, boarding, study- 
ing, sleeping, and walking with him, and in all the social 
and religions intercourse incident to such studies and cir- 
cumstanccs, such was hia uniform benevolence and con- 
sistency of character, that it might be said of him, almost 
without qualification, " Behold an Israelite indeed, in 
whom is no guile." 

Fraternally yours, &c. Foedebick Habsh. 



CHAPTER II. 
MINISTRY AT SOUTH BRITAIN. 



Is the autumn of 1807, Mr. Tylor was invited to preach 
in Soutlt Britain, a parish of SouUibury, Conn. lie ac- 
cepted the invitation, expecting to remain tliere only a 
few Sabbaths. TIio parish had for many years been a 
" wasK place." Tlie last pastor, after being deposed by 
the coasociution, drew off a part of the church, and 
formed them into a eeparato organization, leaving the 
other part so weak and divided, tliat for six years they 
had been witliout a pastor, witliout tlie sacrament of the 
Lord's Sup])er, and much of tlio time without preaching. 
A very large part of the people had withdrawn from the 
society, and very few attended church or felt any interest 
in religious affairs. 

Tho neiglilraring ministers had " little expectation tliat 
they would ever again enjoy tho blessing of the word and 
ordinances." Such was tlic hopeless field which this 
young licentiate entered in the name of the Lord. He 
oootiaued to preacli through tlie winter. There was some 
special seriousness, and several left tlie ways of Eon to 
IbUow Clirist. 

The way seemed now prepared for a new order of things 
in this desolate parish. A young mercliant had recently 
established himself in the place, and, though not a. pro- 
basoT of religion, he was deeply affected by tlio moral 
desolation around him, and Iwgan earnestly to inquire 
vbat couhi be done. Tho public mind was then much 



I 



interested in tlie establiBluuent of parish funds, as a per- 
maiieut foundation for the support of the gospel ; and 
this young merchant resolved to attempt the raising of a 
fund for the society ui South Brltaiji. Any other man in 
town, or in the vicinity, would have tiionght such a pro- 
ject visiouary. No one supjwaed he could raise two liuft- 
dred dollars. But it is well that some persons do not see 
the difficulties in the way of their plans. Wonders may 
be accomplished by the ardor and energy of youth, wisely 
directed to a noble end. The result was a fund of seven 
thousand dollars. 

Li the spring, Mr. Tyler received a unanimous invita- 
tion to become the pastor of this cJiurcli, upon a salary 
of four hundred and fifty dollars. This seemed a call 
from the Head of the churcli to labor for that Hock, and 
Mr. Tyler was ordained as their under-sheplicrd, June 1, 
1808. 

Nov. 12, 1807, he was married to Miss Esther, daughter 
of Deacon John Stone, of Middlcbiiry. 

Tlio young pastor now attempted, to use his own words, 
" to bring the church into some order." It consisted of 
only thirty-three members ; and with tliis small number, 
no less than ten cases of discipline were taken up and 
disposed of in the first year. 

Mr. Tyler visited from house to liouso, and preached in 
the various scliool districts. By degrees the shyness of 
the young wore away, those who had witlidrawn from 
the society returned, the people were induced to attend 
church on the Sabbath, the dews of grace descended, and, 
the firstyear, twenty were added to the church. In 1812, 
there was a revival of religion throughout the parish, 
whicli continued a year, and resulted in the hopeful con- 
version of about eighty persons, Tliis work of grace 
added gi-eatly to the strength of the church and society. 
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Tiie captjrity of Zion was now turned. The people, of 
their own accord, raised the salary of their pastor to eii 
hundred dollars, which, for that parish, fifty years ago, 
must be regarded as quite liberal. When the question of 
an increase of salaiy was proposed, one waggish man said, 
" I am iu favor of it, for Mr, Tyler has driven all the 
fiddlers out of town, and if he should leave us, they will 
return, and it will cost more to support the fiddlers than 
it will the minister." 

The parish suffered much from emigration. After a 
large circle of youth had been gathered into the church, 
and the pastor's heart had rejoiced over tliem as prospec- 
tive helpers in his work, in a few years nearly all of them 
would bo scattered. 

Yet Mr. Tyler vigorously pursued his efforts to raise 
the community, morally, intellectually, and socially. He 
sometimes tanglit a select school for the young people of 
- his charge. In this way, teachers, well qualified to in- 
struct the common schools, were raised up, and the liappy 
result was a gradual elevation of the community. Ao- 
cordbig to the custom of many country pastors of that 
day, Mr. Tyler took into his family, boys to bo fitted for 
college. Among liis students were Rev. Dr. Pierce, many 
years president of Western Reserve College, and Hon. 
Tnuiiaii Smitli, of Connecticut, who remembers, when 
discouraged by the dry lesson of Latin, that liis teacher 
ttsed to cheer him by the assurance that " Rome was not 
built in a day." Several young men also studied theology 
with Mr. Tyler during liis muiistry in this parish. 

In 1821 another revival was enjoyed ; of less power, 
however, than that of 1812. 

During Mr. Tyler's ministry in South Britain, one hun- 
dred and five were received to the church by profcEsion, 
of whom eighteen only remain in the parish. But 
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instead of the fathers are the children, for the church 
now has a hundred and forty-soven members, — fifty-eight 
males and eighty-nino females. 

The reclaiming of this mural wast© was, indeed, a good 
work. Though tlie place lias sufTcred from tliat day to 
this by emigration, still it lias maintained an honorable 
position among the rural parishes of Connecticut. Of 
his labors here Mr. Tyler has left this record. 

" 1 was their pastor fourteen years, during which time 
the utmost harmony of feeling prcTailed. Not the least 
difficulty ever occurred between me and the church and 
parish. 1 felt strongly attached to tliem, and had rear 
BOB to behove they were attached to me." Mr. Tyler 
always regarded the years spent in South Britain as 
among the happiest of Ids life. There is a peculiar in- 
terest in ministerial labors which arc not u[>ou " another 
man's foundation." 

It gives one confidence in the gospel, and impresses the 
heart with the riches of God's grace, when the " wilder- 
ness" becomes as the "garden of the Lord." Nor is 
such a field without its benefits to a young pastor, in giv- 
ing his ministry an evangelical and practical character. 
By presenting the necessity of direct personal efibrt with 
families and individuals, it teaches him to watch for souls, 
and to adapt himself to the circumstances and wants of 
all classes. Such a limited field also afibrds time for 
study, and thus a preparation is made for a wider sphere 
of cfiort. 

At South Britain, Mr. Tyler enjoyed the society of his 
ministerial brethren in the vicinity. In after years ho 
often spoke of the happy meeting with neighboring pas- 
tors. These brethren took "sweet counsel together" 
concerning the kingdom of Christ. They read to each 
otlier sermons, tracts, and controversial articles, designed 
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for publication. Sometimes tliey rode two by two, tlirough 
the country, on preaching toiirs, to awaken the churches, 
or to assist each other in seasons of special religious in- 
terest. These watchmen saw " eye to eye ; " thoir minia- 
terial intercourse was fraternal, affordiug to them all, no 
doubt, in after years, the most pleasant reminiscences. 
Tho subject of tills Memoir certainly regarded these as 
golden days, and many of liis choicest anecdotes per- 
tained to this period of his ministerial life. The follow- 
ing letter from the pastor of the church in South Britain 
to a brotlicr in the ministry will show how beloved Mr. 
Tyler was, as a faithful pastor of bis flock, and also will 
illustrate the truth of the Master's declaration, " I have 
chosen you, aud ordained you, that ye should go and 
bring forth &uit, and that your Iruit should remain." 

SoiTTB Bbftain, New HavcD Co., Conn., NoTember Ifl, ISfiS. 

RXT, Jons A. McElHSTBT. 

Dear Brotlier : Yours of the 10th is received, making 
inquiries relating to the late Dr. Bennet Tyler. 

1. You ask " what impressions he made." Those im- 
pressions, according to the testimony of liring witnesses, 
were in the highest degree to his praise. His name is 
ereiy where recorded, and whenever speaking of liim no 
one is satisfied with uttering faint praise. The few aged 
members that are loft, who, when he began his ministry 
here, knew him in the days of his youthful vigor, and 
were the active and working body of tho church, never 
tire in speaking his worth. 

It is a therae on which they lovo to dwell, and they are 
always ready to embrace the opportunity whenever they 
are so happy as to find an appreciating and sympatliizing 
Usteuer. Of those who composed this church when he 
came here in 1808, only two now remain ; but these two 




love to recall the day of his settlement among tliis people, 
as one wliose bright promise was more than realized in 
the subsequent history of his labors among them, 
that was a bright day, bo was that on which he decided 
to leave tliem a correspondingly dark one — a day of 
whicti I have often, very often, heard many bretlirea 
speak with deep regret. 

2. You ask " tlie character of liis labors." Tliey are 
represented, by those of liis flock now living hero, us 
eminently earnest, faitliful, and simple; that is, directed 
with a " single eye" to the salvation, not the amusing, of 
Ilia pco]5le, nor yet their instruction merely. He is remem- 
bered and loved espceially for his social qualities — hia 
affability. He was of easy access to every one of liia 
flock, adapting himself with more tlian ordinary discern- 
ment and skill to the idiosyncrasies and peculiarities of 
Uioso whom ho met — all stilBicss being tlirowii aside, 
and all his people being made to feel perfectly at tlieir 
ease. And this, loo, without ever compromising his dig- 
nity, and n'ith no approach to mere trifling, much less 
buffoonery. And yet, as I have been told by those who 
well remember him, his conversation was always " sear 
Boned with salt." Religion was a tlicme that was never 
forgotten or ignored. In his visits among liis people it 
was always introduced, and it was evidently lus princi- 
ple that these visits should be pastoral, and not merely 
friendly and social. 

In tliis way he sowed the seed beside all waters. It 
was remarked to me lately by one of our most judicious 
and praying brethren, that ho had never known a pastor 
who was BO thoroughly acquainted with the religious 
character of the individual members of his congregation. 
He was ever approaching them personally, making it a 
matter of study to do this in such a way, and witli such 



MINISTRY AT SOUTH : 



37 



I 



regard to tlio characters or circumstances of those ad- 
dressed, as to raako it Beem to them a perfectly natural 
and proper tliiog ; tluis putting them quite at tlicir easo, 
securing their confidence, and eliciting from them just 
that information concerning themselves which the skill- 
ful physician of souls would know how to prize and 
how to use. 

And if, as was sometiniea the case, a troubled con- 
science should lead one to avoid him from knowing liis 
faithfulness, the person leaving the room or the house on 
his approach, he was not so to be treated ; but, in one 
pleasant way or another, he would contrive to bring back 
the truant, tell him why lie "was afraid and had hid him- 
«etf," and so minister the instruction tliat was needed. 
Hifl affability, and his honoring God in it, ia presented as 
a marked trait of his character. 

But Iiis pastoral visits did not seduce him from the 
needed labors of the study. He would enter it in the 
morning after breakfast, as I have been told, and, taking 
up some volume that was to he passed under review, 
throw up his feet to the right angle of elevation, and 
there, right there, the dinner call would find him. It 
was in siicli studies as these, I have no doubt, that he 
here laid the foundation and gathered the materials of 
that " house of bread " in wliich so many afterward were 
fomptuously lodged and fed at Dartmouth and East 
Wmdsor. 

As in later days, so here, he found those who, though 
they respected the man and loved him, and were cai-eful 
to come and hear him, were yet unable to agree with 
him in his doctrinal riews, and wUo were not always 
choice in the modes of expressing their disagreement. 
Of these ho was accuiitomcd to say, " I would rather they 
would snarl than snore." But I am making my letter 
4 
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too long. ^^ Blessed are the dead,'' — such dead, — ^^ for 
their works do follow them." Dr. Tyler wrote his name 
here on the imperishable tablet of souls saved by his faith- 
fulness ; but many of them have gone to their rest, where 
before this they have again met him. Not a few still 
live, and they are among the most reliable and fruitful 
of my church. We know where to find them, and their 
pastor is cheered by their sympathy and cooperation in 
every good work. His love lingers in their hearts, and 
is only less (^proximiLSy sed longo intervallo) than that 
of the blessed Master to whom ho led them ; for the 
service of that Master is, in their minds, indelibly asso- 
ciated with the &ce and voice and form of him who has 
now gone to see his Lord with no intervening vail. 
Yours in Christian fellowship, 

Amos A. Lawbengb. 



CHAPTER III. 



PRESIDENCY OF DARTMOUTH COLLEGE. 

In 1822, Mr. Tylor was appointed president of Dart- 
mouth College. It was to Imn a mystery why lie should 
be selected for Uiat station. Located iu a retired country 
parisb, be had been devoted to tlic duties of the ministry, 
snd had paid little attention to science or literature. Ho 
was strongly attached to his people and his home, for 
thoro had arisen, as " olive plants," arouud his table, 
three sons and four daughters. 

But he was rccommonded to the trustees of Dartmouth 
by Dr. Porter, of Andovcr, and others, in whose judgment 
he had groat confidence ; his brethren around liim iu the 
raiuistry, and the consociation with which lie was con- 
nected, believed it to be liis duty to acco|)t the appoint- 
ment. Accordingly, ho broke away from an endeared 
people, was inaugurated at Dartmouth in March, and 
entered upon the duties of his office the following June. 
In the autumn of 1822, the newly-clected president was 
honored by the degree of D. D., from Middlobury Col- 
lege. Of liis connection with Dartmouth College Dr. Tyler 
has left the following record : — 

" i was among strangers, and engaged in duties to 
which I was unaccustomed. But I found myself but- 
rounded by able professors, who treated mo with great 
kindness, and rendered me all the assistance In their 
power. My situation was uiucli more pleasant than I 
anticipated ; and tlirougli the assistance of a gracious 
Providence, I was enabled to discharge the duties which 

(39) 
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devolved upon mo irith acceptaiicc. I have never had 
any reason to doubt that I was iu tlic path of duty when 
I accepted the appointment. My labor in the service of 
tlie college, I humbly trust, was not altogether in vain. J 
I had the satisfaction to know that I left it in a more pi-o*; 1 
perous condition than I found it. It was no part of mjs, 
duty, as president of the college, to preach on the i 
bath ; but the health of the professor of dignity failingJ 
soon after my inauguratiou, I found it necessary to supply J 
his place ; and during the whole period of ray presidenoyJ 
I preached a considerable part of the time. In the year J 
1826, there was a very interesting revival of religion, botli T 
among the students and the inliabitauts of the village, 1 
whicli will be remembered by not a few, while ' immop-.J 
tality endures,' 

"I was connected with the college six years; and,! 
altliougli I never felt so much at homo as in the duties of ^ 
the ministry, still I liad no serious tlioughts of relinqmsh- 
iug my station, till, very unexpectedly, I received a call 
from the Second Church in Portland. When I received 
this call, I felt a now hankering for the duties and joys 
of the pastoral life, ajid believing I could resign my office 
without putting in jcopar<ly the interests of the college, I 
concluded to do so. I parted with the trustees, faculty, 
and students, with feelings of great cordiality, and I had 
reason to believe that the feelings were reciprocated." 

The following letter from the venerable Professor Shurt- 
leff, will give the impressions of one associated with Dr. 
Tyler durhig his presidency at Hanover. 



HisovER, N. H., September 22. 1868. 
Reverend and verv dear Friend: Permit mo thus 1 
address you ; for I can truly say that I regarded ycm with 
much interest and affcctiou during the whole time of 
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your residence here, and I may also add that your ven- 
erated parents had no friends in Hanover more sincere 
and ardent than Mrs. Shiirtleff and myself. 

When your dear father was appointed president of 
Dartmouth College, he had been little heard of in New- 
Hampshire. His first appearance, however, was very 
prepossessing, and his preaching was much admired. His 
popularity was so general in this region, that a gentleman 
of a neighboring town mquired, " Why, if he is such a 
man as they say, was he not heard of before ? " To which 
I replied, if you will allow mo to quote my own words, 
that " tlie Lord had kept him concealed in an obscure 
parish for a blessing to our college." The impression 
which his first appearance made was not lowered by fur- 
ther acquaintance. I do not recollect hearing a complaint 
of him from any member of the college. All his inter- 
course with them was tempered with the utmost kindjiess, 
vhile he was punctual and faithful in every official duty. 
I think he originated the project of raising, hy subserip- 
tjon, a fund of ten thousand dollars for the aid of indi- 
gent students seeking an education for the ministry. 

Tliis object he not only conceived, hut completed hy his 
own personal efforts. For this, as well as for other ser- 
vices, he should be gratefully remembered by the college, 
by the church, and by the public. 

But the religious infiuencc of Dr. Tyler while a resident 
of Partmouth, will never be forgotten. In the summer 
of 1825, the professor of divinity was arrested by a severe 
and protracted affection of the lungs. The president at 
ooee look tlio services of the sanctuary ; and the follow- 
ing spring term was rendered mcmoral>Ic by a revival of 
reli^riou, which issued in adding to the Lord many students 
and inhabitants of the village. 
4* 
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During his residenco here, wo had a class of students 
in their professional studies, who wished to enter the 
ministry earlier than tliey could by entering a public 
seminary. We met with them once iu a week, heard 
their dissertations on subjects that had been assigned, and 
each of us epoke on the performances and on the subjects. 
The young gentlemen were all licensed to preach after 
about two years, and became useful ministers of the gos- 
pel. By these esercises, as well as by long intimacy, I 
was convinced that Dr. Tyler had peculiarly clear and 
discriminating views of the doctrines of the gospel, and 
an uncommon facility in explaining and defending tliem ; 
and I have often remarked in years past, that with the 
exception of my friend, Dr. Woods, of Andover, I would 
sooner recommend him t« young men as a teacher of 
theology, than any other clergyman in t!ie circle of my 
acquaintance. 

With many pleasing reminiscences, I remain your friend 
and brother in the gospel, 

EOSWELL ShCTRTLEFP. 

Rev. Jdsm B. Ttlgk. 



New York, Dercmber H, 18fi8. 
Ret. J. E. Ttleb. 

My dear Sir : You ask for my recollections of your 
honored father, as president of my alma mater. I regret 
that I can furnish but little in that relation. Ho remained 
at tlie head of the institution some two years only after I 
was matriculated. 

Tlie two lower classes had, of course, much less inter- 
course witli him than those more advanced. You could 
doubtless obtain more ample information from those who 
were seniors under him, and who had more largely the 
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benefit of his instruction. Sucli impressions as I have, 
hoTFCver, I am liappy to give. 

It was when a member of Kimball UiiioQ Academy, in 
preparation for college, if I mistake not, tliat I first set 
eyes on Ills commanding form, and listened to the impres- 
dre tones of liis voice. Tiiat academy, as you know, is 
ibout a dozen miles from Hanover. Not long before the 
graduation of one of its classes, be visited the place, and 
preached on the Sabbath. It is not impossible that his 
visit had some reference to the fact that tliere were among 
us 60 many candidates for college life. It wa.s, at all 
events, well fur Dartmouth that he came. Judging from 
the influence on my mind, I can not doubt that not a few 
»ero t!ie more uiclined, for what they saw of him, to con- 
Jiect tliemsflves with the institution over which he pre- 
Bidod. I have a distinct remembrance of one of the 
Knnons he preached. It was on " The Worth of the 
Soul." I recall cKpecially, as I write, a passage of tho 
discourse, cmbracuig a vivid and fearful illustration of 
tiie soul's eternity. 

It was tho year before I entered college, I think, that 
is, in 1825-f), tliat Dartmoutii was blessed with one of the 
most remarkaltle revivals of religion it has ever enjoyed. 
Transformations of character were wrought then, which 
have borne the test of decades of years. Some of the 
finest minds hi college were brought under the power of 
the gospel — minds that have since shone as bright lights 
in tlie world. I heard tlie fame of this work at the 
academy. And very prominent in its history, as given 
me then, and as I have learned it since, was the influence 
exerted by the president. Ilis preaching was spoken of 
as singiilarly eflectivc. I think of one sermon in partic- 
ular, on " The Avenger of Blood," wliicli was described 
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to mo as of overwhelming power. I do not doubt that 
many seals, both of his public and private fidelity, were 
^ven him at that time. 

When I entered college, I found him dignified, yet 
aSable and fatherly ia his bearing. His preaching then, 
as we often heard him in the village church, was marked 
by the same simplicity, clearness, and logical force, the 
same scripturalness, fullness of doctrine, and evangelical 
earnestness, that characterized his subsequent ministrar 
tions. Ho preached uot to tlie fancy, but to tbe con- 
science and the heart. Ho confined not himself to hor- 
tatory appeals, nor did he, in any wise, skim over tlie sur- 
face of things ; but, as both my notes and recollections of 
his college sermons assure me, he was apt to handle, and, 
that rigorously, the high topics of theology. He gave us 
not milk alone, but strong meat. Yet have I seldom 
known a man so remarkable for making an abstruse sub- 
ject plain to every hearer. 

I can not forbear to add a reminiscence of a later date. 
Not long after liis resignation of the presidential chair, 
and his removal to Portland, I was obliged, by ill health, 
to bo absent from college for a time. Quite an invalid, I 
took passage, for the benefit of sea air, in a vessel sailing 
from Boston to Saco. I reached my destination just 
before the Sabbatli ; and when it came, great was my 
delight, a stranger as 1 was in the place, to find that Dr. 
Tyler, of Portland, was to preacli. Never shall I forget 
the cordiality and sympatliy with which he met me. He 
took me home with him when tbe Sabbath had passed, 
bidding me welcome to the hospitahties of the manse ; 
and in tlie same paternal spirit that so endeared hira to 
his pupils in college, was prompt to facilitate my further 
designs for the restoration of my health. His kindnesa 
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on that occasion, so cliaracteristic, so timely, bo tenderly 
linked with the past, so comforting and encouraging to b. 
lone valetudinarian, I have ever held among my most 
precious memories. 

I might say something relative to later periods of your 
iatlicr's life. But concerning these you have no occasion 
for any testimony of mine. 1 will only add the expres- 
sion of my gratihcatiou that tlie public arc to have what 
they may properly look for — a fitting memorial of this 
emiuent servant of Christ. 

Very tnily and affectionately yours, 

Asa D. Smith. 



Mr. George Punchard, of Boston, and Rev. Nathaniel 
Folsom, D. D., professor in Mead^ille College, Pa., have 
furnished tlieir recollections rospccting the revival in 
Dartmouth College, in the year 1826, to which allusion 
is made hy Dr. Smith. The letter of Mr. Punchard is 
introduced in this connection. Professor Folsoni's will 
be found in a subsequent chapter. 



Boston, Febniaiy 16, 1859. 
Bit. Johk E. Ttlex. 

My dear Sir : Your venerable father was president of 
Dartmouth College during my whole collegiate course — 
from 1822 to 1826. My earliest recollections of liira are 
those only which a thoughtless boy of sixteen would be 
likely to have of a grave and reverend divine, and are of 
very little value. 

It was not until near the close of my college life that I 
l)egan really to know him. At that time the college was 
visited by a revival of religion of uncommon power, and 
my rpverend president suddenly awoke (at least to my 
view) in an entirely new character. 
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He came to the students witli a power and unction 
which were quite irresistible, and manifested a depth of 
rcliftious feeling for us which made us at once love him 
and admire him. He seemed to have found his appro- 
priate sphere of labor ; to have got into an atmosphere 
which filled liis soul and body with life and energy ; to 
have work to do which was congenial, which he loved, 
and which ho knew how to do as few men did. He was 
at once a son of thunder and a .son of consolation. His 
discourses, which had always been able and instructive, 
and characterized by simpUcity of arrangement and neatr 
nesB and purity of style, had now the additional attraction 
of an animated and energetic delivery. 

And yet, perhaps, the conference room and the prayer 
meeting were tlie places in which, at that time, Dr, Tyler 
specially excelled. He was naturally rather heavy ajid 
lethargic in his manner of speaking, and it required a 
good deal to excite and warm him thoroughly. Buti the 
scenes and duties incident to a powerful revival of re- 
ligion, in which a hundred or more young men were more 
or less intorested, supplied the necessary stimulus, and 
the strong man was fully waked up, and in his extem- 
poraneous addresses particularly, poured out streams of 
Christian eloquence which he seldom equaled in his more 
carefully prepared public discourses, and which few men 
whom I liave ever heard, could excel or equal. 

His labors, however, were not confined to the pulpit 
and the conference meeting. He cheerfully and heartily 
did tlie work of a pastor among the students, going from 
room to room, instructing and exhorting his beloved 
pupils, and prajing with tliera. He was among us, not 
as the grave and dignified head of the college, but mther 
OS a losing, anxious father, seeking to instruct and save 
his children ; or, as an elder brother, tenderly solicitous 
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Ibr oar spiritual welfare. He was gentle among us, even 
U a nurse clierislietli tier children. And God, I veril/ 
believe, gave liim spiritual children from among our nuta- 
ber, as the reward of his fidelity ; children who nover 
ceased to love hiifl" while he lived, and who will cherish 
his memory witli gratitude to their dying hours. 

After leaving college in the summer of 1826, 1 seldom 
saw Dr. Tyler. Once, only, did I visit him in his own 
liouso. He was then at East Windsor Hill, Connecticut, 
and at some personal inconvcnicuco, I went to sec him ; 
and amply was I paid for my trouble ; for no sooner did 
Ihe good old man see mc at his gate, than he abnost liter- 
ally ran to embrace mo, I was received more like a be- 
loved child who had been long absent, than as a young 
man whom he had known chicHy as a thoughtless college 
student. Finding my stay witli him must be very brief, 
he hurried to the seminary to excuse himself from some 
engagement of the hour, and then devoted himself to my 
entertainment as though I were indeed a sou who had 
been lost and was found, had been dead and was 
alive again. 

These personal details, although they may bo thought 
trifling, and possibly a little egotistical, yet so forcibly 
illustrate a phase of Dr. Tyler's character not probably 
recognized by all who knew Mm, that I venture to givo 
them. Tliey show that, under the grave exterior which 
he babttually bore about him, there was a warm, sensitive, 
loving heart ; and tliat the keen, indomitable controver- 
sialist on matters which ho deemed essential to the gospel 
was yet one of the most simple-hearted, genial friends 
Utat a man — even a young man — ^ could have. Indeed, 
Uiese traits of character stand out so prominently in my 
recollections of Dr. Tyler, that I am ready to say they 
were among the predominating traits of his character. 
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But I am running out these recollections to an uninten- 
tional and unreasonable length. K ypu can use any of 
them in any way to illustrate your venerable and excel- 
lent father's character, I shall be most happy to have 
contributed, even in the most humble measure, to so 
desirable an object. 

Very truly yours, Geo. Punchard. 



S^3 


^^^^V CHAPTER ^^^^^^1 
^^^^^ MINISTRY AT PORTLAND. ^^^^^H 

^M Db. Ttleh was installed at Portland, Me., over the 
H Second Church and Parish in September, 1828. This 
^1 poBition WAS one of unusual difficulty. The parish had 
^M sat for twenty years under tlie ministry of the lamented 
H Dr. Payson ; and who could expect to fill his place ? Yet 
^1 Dr. Tyler felt very much at home in his new charge, and 
addressed himself to the labors of the parish with his 
accustomed ardor and hopefulness. " I found myself," 
he Bays, " again engaged in the delightful duties of the 
pastoral office." Notwithstanding the preeminent roin- 
islerial qualifications of his predecessor, some tilings still 
^_ remained to be " set in order " in the church. 
^L They had do written creed. Dr. Payson found none at 
^m his ordination, and none was used during his ministry. 
^V Dr. Tyler, although suri>riscd that the church had no writ- 
er ten articles of faith, deemed it best to proceed with cau- 
^K tion in tlicir introduction. He talked with the brethren, 
^H wrote a creed for tlieir csamination, and, in the last year 
^H of his ministry there, had the pleasure of seeing it adopted 
^V with entire unanimity. This will illustrate the care, and 
patience, and success, with which he accomplished any 
importajit measure in his ministerial work. 

Of hia short ministry at Portland he has left the follow- 
ing record : " My congregation was large, and among 1 
them were men of distinction and high intelligence. 1 
To meet the demands and expectations of such a pe> 1 

5 D (19) 1 
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pie required unremitted effort. But I found my situation 
pleasant ; I found a lugher tone of piety iu the church 
tban is ordinarily found, and I felt a pleasing conscious- 
ness that my hands were stayed up by the prayers of the 
people. The people were kind, aifectionate, and durii^ 
the whole of my ministry appeared to be entirely united. 
For a year or more after my settlement, although there 
was not what would be called a revival of religion, Uiere 
were constantly more or less inquiring the way to Zion, 
and several were added to the church. In the year 1831 
there was a very interesting revival of religion, which 
resulted in the addition of more than one hundred to the 
church." 

During this happy and successful ministry. Dr. Tyler 
was subjected to severe trials. He had almost constant 
sickness in his family, and ho was caJlcd to follow to the 
grave three beloved children. Yet might he say with the 
apostlo, " Tribulatioa worketli patience." It was by those 
afflictions that ho was kept in sympathy witli the sons and 
daugliters of sorrow, so that he might " comfort them 
which are in any trouble." Although his salary was lib- 
eral, the increasing wants of his numerous family required 
a strong faith iu divine Providence, and a frequent appli- 
cation to himself of one of his favorite tests, " Be careful 
for nothing." 

Dr. Tyler's ministry at Portland closed happily. He 
loved the people as a father, and they retained their high 
regard for hun long after he had left them. About the 
year 1847, he supplied tlie pulpit of this parish during 
the vacation of their pastor, and visited with his wife 
the people with whom tliey were acquainted during liia 
ministry, making in two weeks a himdred and fifty calls. 
Of this visit ho often spoke in after years, regarding it as 
among the most delightful ho had ever enjoyed. 
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The following familiar letter from a layman, a resident 
of Portland, it is Iiolieved, exhibits a feeling very exten- 
BTely, if not univcrsully, prevailing among those who in 
that place sat under Dr. Tyler's ministry. He requests, 
prompted by modesty, tliat his name may not be made 
public : — 

Kct. 3. B. Ttlbk. 

My dear Friend and Brotlier : ... An I write, my mem- 
ory goes back to the time of your father's settlement here 
over the Second Church and Society ; and I recall most 
vividly his dear and noble countenance as it then appeared 
to my youthful vision. I was not then twenty years of 
age, and cared but little for the things of rehgion; but 
to me Dr. Tyler was at the first, and always, an object of 
love, reapect, and veneration. Circumstances tlirew me 
much into Ms society during his ministry among us. I 
knew him intimately in tlie family. I have seen him 
often in tlic inquiry meeting, in the social prayer meet- 
ing, as well 08 constantly in the pnlpit. I have seen him 
in the lime of revival ; and every where and always he 
was, in my view, up to the occasion. In a protracted 
meeting, which occurred in 1881, attended by great num- 
ber of people, I see him now, in memory, as, willi earnest 
countenance and tender tones, he invited and urged 
sinners lo come to the cross. With what melting pathos 
did he descril>e their character and condition ! It is all 
before me as I stood with multitudes of others in the 
e&Ilcry of the church, on the week days, myself and 
othent all absorbed in the solemnity of his words and of 
the scene around us. 

And now T call to mind, my dear Q-icnd, that solemn 
Ssbbath in July when you and I, and anotlier, who suhse- 
qaentlj became a minister of Jesus Christ, about two years 
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after yoiir father's settlement, stood up in that venerable 
and lieloved house, and took upon us the vows of God. 
There was then, you remember, no special interest, 
although there waa soon after a very deep and pcr\'ading 
interest on the subject of religion. My impression is, that 
there was but once, during his settlement, what was 
called a revival ; and yet quite a large number were 
added to the church while he was its pastor. 

Dr. Tyler came to Portland in the riglit time. While 
he remained, lie was tlie right man in Uio right place. 
His clear and logical mind was needed to systematize 
the truth which had been so faithfully and pungently 
preached by his beloved and almost adored predecessor- 
No mau that ever preached in this city could set before 
the minds of his hearers more clearly the controverted and 
mysterious doctrines of the gospel. He was at home in a 
doctrinal discussion. There is no doubt that he loved to 
preach on the doctrines ; and he was, by doing it, made the 
occasion of great and lasting benefit to this commuiiity. 

But although he loved doctrinal discussion, ho was 
also eminently practical. His preaching was not the ex- 
hibition of the dry bones of theology without a covering of 
flesh upon them ; but there was a vitality which took hold 
of the heart and conscience as well as the understanding. 
He was a pungent preacher ; his sermons had a directness 
of application which could not be mistaken. Tlie back- 
slider and the impenitent were not forgotten, and were 
treated faithfully, but tenderly, while he labored also to 
build up the church in the faith. I think I state what is 
true when I say that every body loved him, and that he 
appeared to love every body. His kind, affectionate, and 
wiiming manner made him deservedly a favorite. He 
was uniformly the same, respecting the feelings of every 
one — accessible and courteous to all. None would lies- 
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itate to approach Mm with any qucBtioii of practical or 
doctrinal difficulty, for all knew they would be welcomed 
with kind words. Who ever heard of his uttering an un- 
kind word against anotlier, or of his treating any individ- 
Hul, whether denominationally friendly or not, otherwise 
liiiui ffiUi affatiility and kindness ? 

I am thankful that ho came here, and so are hundreds 
uf others. I thank God tliat I have been permitted to sit 
under his preaching, that 1 witnessed bis pure example, 
and that I was honored with liis friendship. 

Wc shall meet him soon where there will be no part- 
ing, and there, with him and others wliom wc have loved 
on earth, may we l}e united to praise Him who hath re- 
deemed us with his own precious blood, and made us all 
" one in him." 

The letter which follows, is furnished by Rev. Dr. Cai^ 
nithers, who now worthily sustains the relation of pastor 
to the Second Parish in Portland. 



&tx. JoHS E. Ttleb. PoRTWND, Febraaiy 2. 1B60. 

My dear Sir : Your honored father's ministry in Port- 
land embraced a period of six years, Tliree years before 
his settlement, and two before the decease of Dr. Payson, 
ft considerable number of members were dismissed from 
the Second Church in order to found the Tliinl, now 
under the pastoral care of Rev. W. T. Dwight, D. D. 

That Dr. Tyler's ministry must have been eminently 
successful is obvious from the fact that, in the third year 
of his pastorate, no less than fifty-seven members were 
dismissed in order to form, with eight others from the 
Tldrd Church, the uuclcus of a new cliurch in High 
Street, which is now under the care of the Rev. J. W. 
Chickering, D. D. 
5* 
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There are etill numerous living witnesses to tiic feet 
that while your fatlier's labors were greatly blessed to the 
conversion of tlie ungodly, they were also greatly instru- 
mental iu building up the chui-cli in the most holy faitli. 
I have frequently lieard " courses " of doctrinal lectures 
referred to as having done much to counteract prevailing 
error, and guard the young against some of the subtlest 
devices of the enemy of souls. His orthodoxy soon be- 
came proverbial, and he speedily acquired a standing iu 
the community as an able and acknowledged champion of 
the truth as it is in Jesus. What was wanting of the 
imaginative and ornate in his style, both of preaching and 
writing, appears to liave been made up by perspicuity, 
directness, and force. Had time been allowed mo, I could 
probably have gathered from tlie surviving members of 
the flock to which he ministered, some memorials of his 
work as a Christian pastor. Pastoral visiting, I appre- 
hend, was to him the most laborious and self-denying 
branch of official duty ; I have never heard, however, any 
complaint as to his lack of faithfuhiess iu tliis department. 
Indeed, so far as I can judge, he was greatly beloved by 
all liis people. It is now nearly twenty-five years since 
he left Portland ; but he is still often spoken of, and 
always witli reverential respect. He visited tliis city 
Boon after my settlement, occupying all our pulpits. I 
well remember his being encircled by a large body (rf i 
his former hearers in tlie lobby of our church, after a I 
public service, when each strove to grasp his liand, and 
give him the doubtless welcome assurance of affectionate 
regard. 

He was mentally, morally, and ministerially a strong 
man. His influence hero extended far beyond the pre- 
cuiets of his parisli. By his ministerial brethren ho was 
regarded as a " standard bearer," 
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I am glad that we are to have a biography of your 
honored parent, and can not doubt that it will be to many 
here, as elsewhere, an acceptable memento of departed 
worth. 

I am, dear sir. 

Yours, most respectfully, 

J. J. Cabbuthebs. 




PRESIDENCY OF THE THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTE 
OF CONNECTICUT. 



It does not accord witli the plan of this brief Memoir 
to give the history of the Tbeulogical Institute of Con- 
necticut during tUo twenty-four years of Dr. Tyler's con- 
nection witli it as president, and professor of Christian 
theology. It is sufficient for our purpose to show, that, 
in accepting his appointment to this station, he was 
neitlier visionary nor actuated by unchristian motives. 
That lie honestly beheved Idmsclf called upon to raise his 
voice against speculations in theology then recent, is 
evinced by his pamphlets, and articles in tlie " Spirit of 
the Pilgrims," pubUshed while pastor in Portland. Tiiat 
many wise and good men in Connecticut, and elsewhere, 
deemed the establisliment of the seminary important, is 
certain, from documents published at that time, from the 
pecuniary sacrifices which many made for its endowment 
and support, and from the constancy with which they have 
clung to its fortunes through its history. The erection of 
buildings ample in accommodations, the collection of a 
respectable library, and the endowment of three pro- 
fessorships, with charitable foundations for studentfi, all 
done in twenty-five years, show that there must have 
been, in 1833, a wide-spread and deep conviction in New 
England, and especially in Connecticut, that the institution 
was called for, and would be for the advancement of the 
Redeemer's kingdom. But perhaps no better vindication 
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of Dr. Tylar's wisdom and upriglitiiess of motives in 
throwing liis whole soul into this enterprise, can be of- 
fered, tliau he has given ; certainly, none is bo safe for ue, 
BOW tliat he has passed away alike from the influence of 
the censure and tlio praise of his fellow-mcu. In relor 
tiou to liis removal from pastoral life to the theological 
chair, he tlius wrote to his children a few years before 
his death : — 

"L» the fall of 1833, tlio Theological Institute of Con- 
necticut was founded, and 1 was appointed president, and 
professor of Christian theology. I was now called upon 
to decide a very important question. I was happy with 
my people, and had reason to suppose I enjoyed their 
adection and confidence. I could not expect or wish for 
a more pleasant situation in the world. I also occupied 
a post of great importance. On the other hand, the insti- 
tution to which I was called was new, and as yet unor- 
ganized. It had peculiar difficulties to struggle with, 
and whether it would ever he able to accomplish any 
thing of importance was yet to bo decided. So far as my 
own temporal interests were concerned, to embark in the 
new enterprise seemed to be giving up a certainty for an 
imcertainty. I could surely see no worldly motives to 
induce me to listen to the case presented to me ; and 
wme of my friends did not hesitate to say that such a 
step on my part woiild bo unwise. But the question to 
be decided was, not what would he most for my temiKiral 
interest, but what was the will of the great Head of the 
church. That I might be divinely directed, 1 requested 
ft special remembrance in the prayers of the church. I 
sought counsel of some of tlio most distiiigiiished men in 
New England, such as Dr. Griffin, Dr. Humphrey, the 
professors at Andovcr, Governor Smith, and many others. 
Itost of those whom I consulted thought it my duty to 
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accept tliQ appointmeQt. After long and prayerful c(»- 
sideratioii, I came to the same conclusion myself. I wafl 
well acquainted irith the statu of theological affairs in 
Comiecticut, and it appeared to me, as it did to the 
founders of the institution, that the interests of religioD 
required that a stand should be taken, and that the object 
was sufficiently important to justify the risk which I 
should run. I felt that God called me to run tliis risk, 
aud to trust in him as Abraham did when he went out 
at the divino command, not knowing whither he went. 
And I wish you to understand that, from that time to the 
present, my mind has never wavered. I have not seen 
an hour iu which I have felt any distressing doubt as to 
the correctness of my decision. I believe the establisb- 
ment of this seminary has been tlie means of great good ; 
and in estimating the good accomplished, I look not 
merely at the number of students who have been edu- 
cated here, but to the check which has been given to 
the progress of dangerous error. As a teacher of theol- 
ogy, I have been happy in ray work ; and although I find 
occasion to mourn, with deep humiliation, over my many 
sinful imperfections, I enjoy the consolation of believing 
that the great Head of the church has, in some measutOf i 
smiled on my labors." ] 

Dr. Tyler's reasons for entering into the eontroTer^ 
which he found rife in Connecticut in 1829, and for Ms 
subsequent course in relation to it, are more fully ex- 
plained in the preface to his " Strictures on the Means of 
Regeneration," and in his " Letters on the Origin and 
Progress of the New Haven Theology." From these it 
is evident that be acted after consultation with many of 
the ablest divines in New England, who sympathized with 
him, approved, and seconded his plans. Among tliesa 
men, "whose praise is in all the churches," were Dr. 
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Porter and Dr. Woods, of Audover, Dr. Church, of New 
Bampshire, Dr. Griffin, presideut of Williams College, 
Dr. Uumphrcy, president of Amlicrst College, Dr. Cor- 
nelius, of Boston, Dr. Ilyde, of Leu, Dr. Hai-voy, Dr. 
Hewit, and Dr. Callioun, of Coniiocticiit, aiid miuiy otiiers. 

Dr. Tyler's lal>ors as professor of tlieology nood not 
be gpoken of in tliis connection ; but liis many other 
duties as the head of tliis new seminary, demand a brief 
notice, because they show his practical wisdom in positions 
of peculiar delicacy and trial. Many plaiis for the good 
of tlie infant seminary he must mature and execute, or, 
at least, thoy must receive his careful attention ; and in 
relation to them he must giro advice. Li the theological 
oonlrovorsy wliich had arisen, he was expected to take a 
promijient part, subject, as liis position exposed him, to 
the severest scrutiny of all parties. 

His letters on theological subjects, and on the interests 
of the church, written diuing those years, would, if pub- 
lished, make many volumes. The injudicious action of 
friends holding ultra ^-iews, was often a source of em- 
barrassment to liini, who, from his position, must feel, in 
Bome measure, a responsibility for otliers, though they 
were not subject to his control, and did not act by hia 
advice. Labors of this kind demanded in Dr. Tyler a 
" spirit of power, and of love, and of a sound mind." 
That he went through tliem all with Christian manliness, 
wiOj zeal tempered by prudence, witli patience and hum- 
ble trust in God, many can testify — they, too, who knew 
him best. Beside these constant and trying duties inci- 
dent to his peculiar position, he was consulted very often 
in relation to tlie adau's of individual churches and 
pastors. During his connection with the seminary, he 
p^t^acbed a largo part of tlie time, often supplying vacant 
pulpits, or assisting brethren in revivals of religion. He 
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wrote out hia courses of lectures in theology, on most 
topics quite full, yet devoting special thought to those 
subjects upon which there was controversy while he was 
" set for the defense of the gospel." He published also 
five volumes, three sermons, several large pamphlets, and 
wrote, almost constantly, articles on Christian doctrines 
and experience for the religious newspapers and reviews. 
During the long period of Dr. Tyler's connection with 
the seminary, his relations to the guardians of the insti- 
tution, tlie Pastoral Union, and th^ board of trustees, 
were remarkably happy. Between them there was ma-_ 
tual confidence and sympathy. 

It is due, however, to all parties, to say tliat at 
meeting of the trustees and Pastoral Cnion, July 
1856, one trustee and four members of the Union pul 
licly expressed their conviction that Dr. Tyler did 
toach entirely in accordance with the creed of the Pas- 
toral Union, " especially so far as respects the doctrines 
of human ability, imputation, and the atonement." A 
&ithful and impartial history of the doings of the trust 
and the Pastoral Union, in relation to this matter, 
best be given by extracts from the puhUshed Eoport 
the Trustees for 1856. A committee appointed the pi 
vioHS year to attend the annual examination of tlie st 
dents, reported as follows relating to the matter 
under consideration : — 

" It is uuliesitatingly afiirmed, as the opinion of 
committee, — an ojjinion strengthened by the examinatioa' 
just closed, — that tlie system of evangelical truth, as set 
forth in the confession of faith on which tlie institution is 
founded, is strictly adhered to, and fully and thoroughly 
taught by those who act as instrnctorH in tliiti institution. 
And your committee do as unhesitatingly assert that, ia 
their opinion, there is no foundation for the impression' 
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vbicli some have sought to convey, that this sacred semi- 
nary is in any respect less sound iii its system of doctrines, 
or less thorough in its teachings of evangelical truth, than 
it has ever been. 

" It is their firm belief that there has never been a closer 
and a more strict adliereuce to tlio well-known principles 
of oar creed than at the present time." 

At a later stage of the meeting, the following preamble 
and resolutions were adopted by the Pastoral Union, and 
were referred to a committee, with instructions to have 
them printed. 

" Whereas tliis Union has learned that opinions have 
been expressed and published, caUing in question the 
soundness of tlie tlieological views of the professor of 
Christian theology, tending to impair public confidence 
in this institutioD, — tlierefore it is 

*' Retolved, 1, That from our knowledge of the pro- 
fessors, from the uniform testimony of the committees 
appointed from year to year, by the Pastoral Union, to 
attend the annual examination of the students, and from 
other sources, we have undiminished and entire confi- 
dence in the fidelity, skill, ability, and soundness of the 
professors. 

" Resolved, 2. That the theological views of the pro- 
fessor of Christian theology were wcllknown,at the timeof 
bis election to his present office, to bo in accordance with 
tlio creed to wliich ho was required to give his assent, and 
vith the views maintained at that time by tlus budy, and 
the founders of the Institute, and that we have the most 
flatisfactory evidence that his teaching has ever been in 
strict accordance with those views. 

" Rf solved, 3. That we have no wish that any other sys- 
tem oi' doctrine should ever be taught in tliis school of 




the prophets, than that which is embodied in our creed, 
and which has been unifcrmly taught hei^ from the be- 
ginning until now."' 

Against these resolutions, a protest was offered, signed 
by five members of the Union. Tliis was answered by a 
committee, appointed for that purpose, and botli the 
protest and the answer were published m connection with 
tlie resolutions. Nothing further was done in relation 
to the matter. 

Dr. Tyler had, for some years, cherished the uitention 
of resigning his chair, as soon as the trustees would allow 
him to do it, and could provide a successor. Accoidingly, 
the board, at their next annual meeting, received from him 
the following communication : — 

To the Trustees of the Theological Institute of ConnecHcvt. 

Dear Brethren : My ago and infirmities admonish me 
that my days of active labor must be drawing to a close ; 
and it has appeared to me, as it has to others, that the 
time has come when I ought to retire from the post to 
which I was called by tliis board, more tlian twenty-three 
years ago, and to give place to some other man in the 
prhoe and vigor of life. 

I would, therefore, respectfully tender to the trustees 
my resignation of the office of president and professor of 
Cliristian theology in the Theological Institute, with the 
understanding that this resignation is to take effect so 
soon as such arrangements shall be made as the case may 
rei^uire, and as shall be mutually satisfactory. 

' "The vote waa taken on onch of the above resolutions acparfttely, 
by yen* and nnya. On the preamble and first resolution, the vote wM 
twenty-nine in the afflnnatiTe, and Eve in the negative. On the bcc- 
□nd and third, the ncgalive vote was not ho Urge. A few pen 
eicuaed from voting, and a few had ictired from the meeting," 
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I am not influenced to take this step by aiiy want of 
interest in the seminary, for tlio welfare of wliicli I have 
labored so large a part of my life, or in Uie cause which 
it was established to promote. 

The doctrines whicli I have taught, and for the main- 
tenance of whicli the Institute was founded, have lost 
nono of their importance in my estimation, nor have I 
ceased to feel the necessity of strenuous etforts to main- 
tain and defend them, in opposition to the multiiarioas 
forms of error which are coming in upon the churches. 

I have loved tlie work wliieh was assigned mo by the 
board ; and although I have great cause for humiliation 
before God, on account of my manifold deficiencies, I can 
not but flatter myself that I have not labored altogether 
in Tain. This seminary, if I mistake not, even with its 
liinited means of usefulness, has accomplished a good 
work ; and I trust it is destined to accomplish a still 
more important work in days to come. 

My connection with this board of trustees has been, 
from the lioginning, eminently happy. I beg you will 
accept my sincere thanks for the many tokens of kind- 
ness and coofldence which you have shown me. The 
remembrance of them is deeply engraven on my heart, 
sod will 1)0 no small source of consolation during the 
few remaining days of my pilgrimage. 

May the great Head of the church grant you his special 
presence. Slay he guide you by his counsel, and make 
the path of duty plain, and permit you to rejoice in be- 
holding the fruit of your labors. 

With great respect and esteem, I am yours in the faith 
lad fellowship of the gospel, 

B. Ttlee. 

E^n WiKriHutt UiLL, Inlj IG. 1857. 



Whereupon, it waa voted, Tliat Dr. Tyler's resignation I 
of the presidency and professorship of Cliristian theolog] 
in the Institute t 



The communication of Dr. Tyler was referred to i 

committee to prepare a minute to bo entered upon the ' 
records. 

Tlie committee reported as follows; — 

" Whereas the Rev, Bonnet Tyler, D. J)., on account 
of increasing ago and bodily infirmities, has resigned tha 
professorship of Christian theology in this institution] 
therefore, — 

" Resolved, That in accepting this resignation, the tru»'l 
tees record their regret that the relation which has t 
long subsisted between them and Dr. Tyler must now4 
terminate. We recognize with gratitude to God the dis- 
tinguished and important service he has rendered to this 
Institute, and to the cause of Christ, during the twenty- 
three years of his professorship. Wo hold in high honor 
the enthusiasm and ability witli which, in times that tried 
men's souls, he engaged in the defense of repudiated 
truth and imperiled rehgion ; and wo rejoice in all the 
precious results of his protracted and self-denying labors 
here — in tlio training up of many faithful ministers, and 
in tlie upbuilding of Zion. And it is our prayer that tha 
evening of his days may be blessed with prolonged usefiit J 
ness and the serenity of Christian pcaco." 

A committee was appointed to confer with Dr. Tyler 
concernmg his future relations to the semuiary. This 
committee subsequently reported the following resolu- 
tions : — 

" 1. Resolved, That Rev. Dr. Tyler bo appointed pro^M 
fessor emeritus in the Institute. 
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" 2. Resolved, Tliat Dr. Tyler be requested to discharge 
the duties of the chair of Christian theology, and tliat he 
shall receive the salary duo to that office, and occupy the 
house in which ho now resides, until the present vacancy 
is Oiled. 

'* 3. Resolved, That Dr. Tyler shall receive a life an- 
nuity of five hundred dollars, to commence when his suc- 
cessor shall enter on the duties of his office." 



On hearing of the resignation of Dr. Tyler, the alamni 
of the seminary, at their annual meeting, put on record 
tJic fallowing resolutions : — 

" The alunmi, in their filial and grateful remembranceB 
of Dr. Tyler, adopt the following resolutions, in view of 
his recent resignation : — 

" Resolved, 1. That we rejoice that it was our privi- 
lege, while preparing for the ministry, to enjoy the benefit 
of his instruction, in opening to us the Scriptures, and 
showing to us the way of God more perfectly ; giving us, 
as we believe, a system of theology based upon the ' truth 
as it is in Jesus,' ' not teaching for doctrines the com- 
mandments of men.' 

" Resolved, 2. That we tender him our sincere and 
earnest thanks for the kind counsel and assistance given 
us while members of the seminary, and for the interest 
which he has since manifested in us and our work. 

" Resolved, 3. That wo believe he will find comfort to 
the end in those truths which ho has taught, and that, 
for the service which he has done tlie church on earth, his 
reward will be great in heaven." 



I 



At the close of Dr. Tyler's services as teacher of the- 
ology, he delivered the following address to those who 
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had been under his instruction. It has been already 
referred to, as an exposition of his views in theology ; 
and, as it is tlie last of his publications on Christian 
doctrine, and the work of the ministry, it is here given 

entire. 



Dear Brethren of the Alumni : Being admonished by 
my age and infirmities, that my days of active labor must 
be drawing to a close, I have this day tendered to the 
trustees of the Theological Institute tho resignation of my 
office as president and professor of Cliristian tlieology. 
On retiring from this important and responsible post, I 
have felt a desire to address a few considerations to those 
who have been under my instruction. 

The relation we have sustained to eaeli other, as teacher 
and pupils, has awakened in my heart a deep interest in 
yoiir welfare, and an affection nearly allied to that which 
a father feels for his children. Many pleasant hours have 
we spent together in days that are past ; and such has 
been the mutual satisfaction of giving and receiving 
instruction on the great doctrines of the gospel, that it 
cannot be easily forgotten. Wliilo you were under my 
instruction, it was my lieart's desire and prayer to God 
that you might become faithful and useful ministers of 
Christ ; and ehice you left" the semhiary, I have carefully 
watclied your course, so far as I have been able, and 
taken a deep interest in the scenes tlirough which you 
have passed. I have sympathized with you in your joys 
and sorrows, and blessed God for the success wliich has 
crowned your labors. It has been not only to me, but to 
all the friends and patrons of the seminary, a source of 
groat satisfaction, that wo have been permitted, from time 
to time, to hear so good an account of a largo proportion 
of tho alumni. We feel that we have not labored ij 
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and spent our fitrcngtii fur naught, and that the hopes of 
the founders have not been utterly disappointed. 

It may not bo uninteresting to you to liear from me, as 
I am about passing from the stage, some account of the 
origin of this institution, of the views of the founders, 
and of the causes wliich led ta its establishment. In 
doing this, it will be necessary to glance at the religious 
history of Connecticut for the last half century. 

I am now in tlie fiftieth year of my ministerial life ; 
the first fourteen years of which were spent in the pas- 
toral ofSce, in the western part of the state. Those were 
days of great peace and quietness in the churches of Con- 
necticut, and of great harmony among the pastors of the 
churches. Scarcely any controversy existed among tliem. 
Perhaps In no part of the Christian world, and at no 
period in the history of the church since the days of the 
^xMstles, could there be found an equal number of pas- 
tors of contiguous churches who were better united in 
■cntiment. Most of them had received their tlicological 
training in tlie schools of Backus, Smalley, Dwight, 
Hooker, and Porter. Their theological \-iews were such, 
Bubstantially, as are set forth in the Westminster Coufes- 
mon and A.ssembly's Catechism, and such as wore main- 
tained by Edwards, Bellamy, Smalley, Dwight, Strong, 
and the conductors of the old Connecticut Evangelical 
Magazine. There were shades of difference among them, 
bat none which affected the great cardinal doctrines of 
the gospel, or which occasioned the least interruption of 
Christian or ministerial fellowsliip. Those were days, 
too, in which God signally blessed the labors of his ser- 
vaots, by copious effusions of his Spirit. " Then had the 
churches rest, and were edified, and, walking in the fear 
of the Lord and the comfort of the Holy Ghost, were 
nmltiplied." 



But near the close of the period of which I am epeak- 
ing, the harmony which had prevailed began to be inter- 
rupted. New theological speculations were put forth, 
wliicli gave great dissatisfaction. The authors of these 
speculations did not avowedly or formally deny any of 
tlie doctrines of grace ; but they professed to expl^ 
certain doctrines in a uianuer suited to relievo tlicm of 
objections, and to render them less repulsive to unre- 
newed men. But their explanations seemed to many to 
be a virtual denial of the doctrmes themselves, or at 
least to contain principles, which, when caiTied out 
into tlieir legitimate consequences, must utterly subvert 
them. 

These different views led to a protracted controversy, 
in wliich it was my lot to bear a pajt. In looking back 
to that controversy, I wish to say, (and I say it for the 
purpose of correcting a false impression which has been 
made upon some minds,) that my views have undergone 
no change on any of the points which were then brought 
under discussion. 

If the time would permit, I would glance at tlie prom- 
inent points in that controversy, mention tlie theories 
which were maintained, and the errors which they were 
supposed to involve. Suffice it for the present to say, 
that principles were advanced, wliich, in the opinion of 
many, tended to subvert most of the distinctive doctrineB 
of the Calvinistic system. 

As these theories had their origin in the only theologi- 
cal school in the state, and were advanced by men whose 
talents, and learning, and official position gave them 
peculiar advantages for influencing the public mind, those 
who regarded them as dangerous errors, felt no small 
degree of solicitude. It seemed to them that a flood of 
error was coming in upon the churches, which tlu'eatcned 
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M sweep away tho foundations laid by our fathers, and to 
matic our beautiful heritage a moral desolation. 

In this state of things, the anxious inquiry arose in 
many minds. What can be done ? Is there no remedy 
for the c^-ils which we deplore, and the still greater evils 
wlilch we anticipate ? Must all who are trained for the 
Eacrod office in this state be imbued with these specula- 
tions ? Must our churches be revolutionized ? Can noth- 
ing be done to check the progress of these dangerous 
errors? 

These inquiries and apprehensions led to the calling of 
a convention of ministers, which met in this town, Sep- 
tember 10, 1833. About forty attended, aud spent two 
days in prayerful delilwration. That meeting has ever 
been spoken of, by those who attended it, as one of pe- 
culiar interest. Deeply impressed with a sense of the 
responsibility resting upon them, they looked to the great 
Head of the church for direction, and God seems to have 
poured out upon them a peculiar spirit of prayer. Noth- 
ing like a spirit of party was apparent in their delibera- 
tions, but great spirituality and harmony of feeling per- 
vaded the meeting. The great and all-absorbing inquiry 
was, What do the honor of God and the interests of his 
kingdom require ? They were unanimous in their result- 
Being convinced that they had discovered the path of 
duty, they went forward in the Btrengtli of the Lord. 
They resolved to establish a new theological seminary, if 
a Euhscription of twenty thousand dollars could bo raised, 
They formed tlieraselves into a Pastoral Union, adopted a 
constitution and creed as the Ijasis of their organization, 
snd appointed a board of trustees. They then opened a 
snbscription on the spot, and subscribed, each one accord- 
ing to his ability, thus evincing a willingness to put their 
own shoulders to the wheel, before they called upon the 
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community to come to tlieir aid. Tlic twenty thousand 
dollars were subscribed in tlio course of a few weeks, 
and the trustees proceeded to locate tlic institutiou, to 
elect a faculty, to provide the requisite ijuildings and 
library, and to do whatever was necessary, to put the sem- 
inary into operation. 

On the 18th of May, 1834, the corner stone of the 
seminary edifice was laid by the venerable Dr. Perkins, of 
West Hartford, and au appropriate address was delivei'cd 
on the occasion by tlie Rev. .Samuel II. Riddel, then pas- 
tor of a clmi-ch in Glastenbury. On the same day,'the 
president and professor of ecclesiastical history were in- 
ducted into ofEce. In October of the same year, the 
professor of biblical literature was inaugurated, and the 
seminary went into full operation, witli a respectable 
number of students. 

Tlio establislunent of this seminary, you will perceive, 
was a woric of faith. The whole amount of funds on 
which the trustees had to rely at first, was a subscription 
of twenty thousand dollars ; and what was this toward 
endowing such an institution ? The enemies of the enter- 
prise looked upon it with derision and contempt. They 
were ready to say, " What do these feeble Jews ? If a 
fox go up, he shall even break down tlieir stone wall." 
But they trusted in God, and the work went on. The 
original subscription was soon exhausted. But God 
raised up friends and benefactors, and although for quite 
a number of years the trustees were obliged to depend on 
annual subscriptions and donations, the funds have grad- 
ually increased, till now, although the institution is by no 
means fully endowed, it is placed on a solid and perma- 
nent foundation. 

The number of students connected with the Institute 
has never been large. Tliis perhaps is not to be wondered 
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at, when we consider tlie various and powerful mfluences 
which have been arrayed against it. Many of you can 
testify what means have lieen employed to excito the 
prejudices of young men against it, and to deter them 
from rL-sorting to it for instruction. But it is believed, 
that, notwithstanding all the opposition which it has had 
to encounter, it has been instrumental of great and per- 
manent good. The stand taken by the founders gave a 
powerful check to that flood of error which was coming 
in upon the churches; and it has often been said by 
judicious and discerning men, that shonld this seminary 
now become extinct, the good which it has accomplished 
has more than paid for what it has cost. But I trust it 
has not yet fulfilled its mission, hut is destined to accom- 
plish still greater good in years to come. 

The causes which led to its establishment have not 
ceased to exist. It is true, a great checlt has been given 
to the errors which were becoming rife in the state ; hut 
they have not been exterminated, and the effects of them 
are still visible in the lax notions of divine truth, and the 
eaperficial views of experimental piety, which extensively 
prevail. It was predicted by the late Dr. Porter, of An- 
dover, that it would take a hundred years for the churches 
to recover from the effects of those speculations of which 
I have spoken. 

J would not be understood to affirm that the founders 
had no other reasons, but those whicli I have specified, for 
engaging in this enterprise. They had other rea.sons, as 
they have staled in their appeal to the public ; but it was 
well understood that these were the principal ones. 

The object for which this institution was established, 
was not to maintain any new system of religious doctrine. 
Tho trustees say in their appeal, to wliich I have just 
alluded, "Wo disclaim all intention to render the semi- 
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nary under our care a party institution. We have no 
peculiar views to inculcate." The doctrines wliich they 
intended should here be taught, were those which bad 
been previously taught in the private schools of Connecti- 
cut, and which were maintained hy the gi"eat body of 
Connecticut pastors at the beginning of the present cen- 
tury. The founders of the Institute were old Gcbool 
New England Calvinists. They repudiated the new spec- 
ulations wliich bad been recently put forth, and which 
claimed to be great improvements of the system of New 
England theology. They did not behove them to be im- 
provements, but to be old errors put forth in a new drosa ; 
— errors which tended to subvert tlie fundamental doc- 
trines of the gospel, to corrupt revivals, to promote 
spurious conversions, and to exert a disastrous Influence 
on the cauHo of evangelical religion. 

They believed in the absolute supremacy of Jehovah, 
whoso " works of providence are his most holy, wise, and 
powerful, prosen"ing and goveniing all bis creatures and 
all tboir actions." They believed that " God, according 
to the course of his own will, hath foreordained whatso- 
ever comes to pass ; and that all beings, actions, and 
events, both in tlio natural and moral world, are subject 
to his providential direction ; and that God's purposes 
perfectly consist with human liberty, God's univei-sal 
agency with the agency of man, and man's dependence 
with his accountability." Tliey also believed " that it ia 
tlie prerogative of God to bring good out of evil, and that 
he can cause the wrath of man to praise him, and that all 
the evil which has existed and will forever exist in the uni- 
verse, will eventually be made to promote a most impor- 
tant purpose, under the wise and perfect administration 
of that almighty Being who will cause all things to work 
for Ills own glory, and thus fulfdl his pleasure." 
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TIio tlieory that God prefers, all tlunga considered, a 
dilTerciit Bystem to the one which exists, a system from 
wliicli all evil should bo excluded, and that he is, and 
ercr has heen, engaged in fruitless efforts to render all his 
moral creatnres holy and happy, they repudiated as dis- 
bonorablo to God, as vii-tually denying his omnipotence, 
and as representing liim to be a disappointed and unhappy 
;, who is obhged to look with everlastiug regret and 
r upon the defeat of his designs. 

ley believed tliat men, as free moral agents, arc under 

perfect obligation to obey every divine command, and 
consequently that tliey possess those natural powers or 
(acuities which constitute the basis of obligation. They 
adopted the distinction, which was made by Edwards and 
other Xew England divines, between natural and moral 
ability and inability, and they held " that man has under- 
standing and natural strengtli to do all that God requires 
of him, so that nothing but the shiner's aversion to holi- 
ness prevents his salvation." By natural strength or ability, 
(for the words are synonymous) they meant nothing more 
than the possession of those faculties which are essential 
to moral agency. And tliis is all that sound New Eng- 
land Calvinists have ever meant by it. They had no 
sympathy with tliose who hold to a self-detcnnining power 
in the will, or the power of conti-ary choice, nor with 
those who ascribe to sinners a gracious ability, or any 
ability which implies a right disposition, or a dis|>osition 
to get a right disposition, or any thing wliicli is incon- 
sistent with the most absolute moral inability. Tiiey 
believed that sinners are dead in trespasses and sins, that 
they are morally helpless, and absolutely dependent on 
the grace of God for salvation. Tiiey believed, of course, 
ati those doctrines of grace which this dependence im- 
plies — the doctrines of total depravitv, of regeneration 
T 
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by the special agency of tlio Holy Spirit, of divine sov- j 
ereignty, and of eternal and particular election. No c 
believed tliese doctrines more firmly, or insisted on them 
more strenuously, than tliey, notwithstanding tliey adopted 
the distinction between natural and moral ability and inar 
bility. And why should it be tliought tliat the adopting 
of this distinction is inconsistent with tlie strictest ortho- 
doxy, or tliat it has any " proclivity to Pelagian and 
Arminian liercsies" ? 

To those wlio entertain this opinion, I would commend 
tlie following extract from an article in the Princeton 
Review for July, 1831. The ortliodosy of this work will 
not be questioned. 

The writer, after havuig shown tliat somo preacliers so 
exhibit this subject as to leave the impression that those 
laboring under this inability are not culpable for the omis- 
sion of acts which tliey have no power to perform, and 
that others so present it as to lead sinners to feel that 
they have nothing to do but to wait God's time in the xiM 
of moans with an impenitent and mibelieving heart, ( 
on to remark, — 

" The inconvenience and evils of these representations ' 
being perceived, many adopted, with readiness, the dis- 
tinction of human ability into natural and moral. By 
the first, they understood merely the possession of physical 
powers and opportunities ; by the latter, a mind rightly 
disposed. Iti accordance with this distinction it was 
taught that every man possessed a naturnl ability to do all 
that God required of liim, but that every sinner labored 
under a moral inability to obey God, whicli, however, 
could not bo pleaded to excuse disobedience, as it con- 
sisted in corrupt dispositions of the heart, for which every 
man was responsible. Now, tJiis view of tho subject is 
substantially correct ; and tho distinction has always been 
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made by every pereon in his judgment of his own con- 
duct, and timt of others. It is recognized iii all eoui-ts of 
justice, and in all family government, and is by no means 
a modern discovery. Ajid yet it is remarkable that it is 
a diBtinctioii so seldom rclcrred to, or brought directly 
into view, by old Calvinistic aiitiiors. The first writer 
among English theologians that we have obson'ed using 
tliis distinetion explieitly, is the celebrated Dr. Twiss, 
tlio prolocutor of the Westminster Assembly of Divines, 
and tlie able opposcr of Arminiauism, and advocate of tlie 
supra lapsariau doctrine of divine decrees. It was also 
resortt'd to by the celebrated Mr. Howe, and long after- 
ward used freely by Dr. Isaac Watts, the popularity of 
vbose evangelical writings probably had much influence 
in giving it currency. It is also found in the theological 
writings of Dr. Withcrspoon, and many others whose 
orthodoxy was never disputed. But ui this country no 
mon has had so gieat an influence in fixing tlie language 
of theology as Jonatliau Edwards, president of New Jersey 
College. In his work on the Freedom of the Will, thb 
distinction liolds a prominent place, and is very unpovtaut 
to the argument which this profound writer has so ably 
discussed in tliat treatise. The general use of the dis- 
tinction between natural and moral ability, may, tlicre- 
forc, be ascribed to the writings of President Edwards, 
botli in Europe and America, No distinguished writer on 
tlieology has made more use of it than Dr. Andrew Fuller, 
and it is well known that lie iuihil>ed nearly all his views 
from an acquaintance witli the writings of Edwards. 
And it may be truly said tlmt Jonathan Edwards has 
done more to give complexion to the theological system of 
Cali-iui.sts in America, than all otlier persons together. 
Tills is more especially true of New England; but it is 
also true, to a great extent, in regai'd to a large number 
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of tlio present miTiisters of tlie Presbyterian cliurch. 
Those, iudeod, who were accustomed to the Scotch or 
Dutch writers, did not adopt this distinction, but were 
jealouB of it as int innovation, and as tending to diminish, 
in their view, the miserable and sinful state of man, and 
as derogatory to tlie grace of God. But we have re- 
marked, tliat in almost all cases, where the distinction 
has been opposed as false, or as tending to the introduc- 
tion of false doctrine, it has been misrepresented. The 
true ground of the distinction has not been clearly appre- 
hended, and those who have denied it, have been found 
making it in other words ; for that an inability, depend- 
ing on physical defect, should be distinguished from that 
which arises from a wicked disposition, or perverseuess of 
will, is a thing which no one can deny, who attends to 
the clear dictates of his own mind, for it is a self-evident 
truth, which even cliildren recognize in all their apologies 
for their conduct." 

Again, — the founders of this seminary believed " that 
God created man in liis own moral image, consisting in 
knowledge, righteousness, and holiness;" "that Adam, 
the federal head and representative of tlie human race, 
was placed iu probation, that he disobeyed the divine 
command, fell from holiness, and involved himself and 
all his posterity in deprarity and ruin ; and that from the 
commencement of existence, every man is personally de- 
praved, destitute of holiness, unlike and opposed to Godf* 
and that previous to his renewal by the Holy Spirit, all 
his moral actions are adverse to the character and glory 
of God." They did not believe that the sin of Adam is 
so imputed to his posterity that they are condemned and 
punished for his sin, irrespective of all personal ill desert 
of their own; but they held that, in consequence of Ins 
sin, all his posterity have become siruicrs, and being pin- 
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new, are justly condcnined. Tliey adopted tho views 
which are thus expressed by Dr. Smalley : " This, I appre- 
hend, is tho true doctrine of origiiia,! sin. Sin comes to 
all men from Adam hy derivation, in the first place, and 
not by previous imputation. All men are condemned as 
dnful themselves, and not antecedently to their being so, 
for the ofTense of another. Adam (including Eve) was 
tho original introducer of sin. By one man sin entered 
into the world, and from him hath descended to all meu, 
and death as the righteous consequence. He begat a son 
in his own likeness, and that another in his, and so on in 
idl succeeding generations. All justly share in the some 
cune, because all are partakers of the same depravity." 
They repudiated tho theories that Adam was created 
witliout any moral character, tliat his posterity come into 
the world with the same nature, in kind, as that with 
which he was created, and that infants sustain the same 
relation to tho moral goveriiineut of God as brute aiii- 
mals. These theories they repudiated as inconsistent with 
the whole system of eTangclical doctrine. 

Again. — the founders of this seminary believed that the 
only ground of pardon and salvation to sinners, is the 
atonement of Christ, and that Clirist, by his obedience 
tod death, honored the divine law, satisfied divine justice, 
and thus rendered it consistent for God to pardon sinners 
who repent and Iwlieve in Christ. They repudiated the 
tiieory that the sufferings and death of Christ were in- 
tended only to exert a moral influence on the minds of 
men. Tliey believed that his sulTerings were truly vicar 
rious; that he suflered in the room and stead of sinners, 
so tliat the demands of justice are as fully answered in 
the case of those who repent and are pardoned, as in the 
case of those who remain impenitent and are destroyed. 
They believed that the atonement is of infinite value; 
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that it is sufficient to expiate the sins of all men ; and that, 
on the ground of it, pardon and eternal life are sincerely 
offered to the whole human race. They did not believa 
tliat Christ died for all men, with a design to save all, or 
to do all in liis power to save them. But they believed 
tliat he died for all in such a sense as to render it con- 
sistent and proper for God to invite all men to come to 
Christ and be saved, and to make it apparent that those 
■who perish are justly condemned, not only for transgress- 
ing Uie law, but for rejecting the gospel. They made a 
distinction lietween atonement and redemption. The 
former they considered unlimited, the latter limited. 
Redemption, tliey supposed, uicludcd tlie application of 
tlie atonement, in tlte sinner's effectuol calling ; and they 
supposed, of course, that none but the elect are actually 
redeemed. 

They believed that the only ground of the sirmer's justi- 
fication is tlie imputed rigliteousness of Christ, wljich n 
received by faith alone. 

They l)clieTcd that except a man bo born again, he 
cannot see the kingdom of God, and that regeneration is 
effected, not by moral suasion, or by tlie cfRcicncy of any 
means whatever, but by the direct agency of the Holy 
Spirit, changing the moral disposition, and hnparting a , 
new spu-itual life to the soul. They believed this to be a ] 
sovereign work, and that God hath mercy on whom he j 
will have mercy. 

They believed that tliose who are made the subjects of 1 
renewing grace, were chosen in Clirist before the foundsr 
tion of the world, and that they are kept by the power of 
God. through faith, unto salvation. 

They believed that there will be a resurrection of the 
dead, both of the just and of tlic unjust, a day of final 
judgment, and a state of eternal and unalterable retribu- 
tion for tlie righteous and the wicked. 
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These are tlio prominent doctrines which were held by 
the fuiiiidcrs of tliis seminary, and for tho maintenance of 
vliich llie Institute was cstabliahed. They are embodied 
in llie creed to wliicli all the trustees and professors are 
required anuually to give their assent. 

That I liave given a true exposition of their creed, I 
feel a good degree of assurance, Iiaving been somewhat 
intimately acquainted with the men. A goodly number 
of them are still living, and to them I confidently appeal 
as witnesses of the truth of my representations. 

To this creed I have given, from year to year, my cor- 
dial assent, and it has been my constant aim to teach 
fkitiifiiUy the doctrines which it contains. Whether I 
have done so, who are better able to judge than those 
who have been my pupils, and who have listened to my 
whole course of instruction ? On tliis point, 1 appeal to 
you as my witnesses. 

I need not inform you that this system of doctrine has 
lost none of its importance in my estimation ; nor am I 
loss sensible of the dangerous tendency of those boasted 
improvements iu theology, which are intended to render 
the system of divine tnitli less offensive to the carnal 
heart, and more attractive to unsanctificd men. AH such 
modificatiiiiis of the gospel serve to deceive men in re- 
gard to thc'ir tme character and condition. Tlicy serve 
to corrupt revivals, to mar the purity of the churcheB, 
and to destroy the souls of men. To counteract the in- 
fluence of such lax notions of doctrine and Christian 
experience was one object for which this seminary was 
flstablislK'd. May it fulfill its mission, and may its benign 
inflaence he felt far and wide, for generations to come. 

Tltat tlic doctrines here tauglit have been cordially em- 
bnccd, and that Uiey are. in a good degree, faithfully 
preached by Ihc great body of the aliirani, I have no 



reason to question. I trust you all feel a growing con- 
viction of tlieir truth and importance, and of the solemn 
obligation resting upon you to stand fast in the faith, i 
to make fuU proof of your ministry. 

That you may do so is my sincere and ardent prayer. 
You will, I trust, willuigly suffer a word of exhortation 
from your aged friend and former teacher. The experi- 
ence which you liavo had of the treachery of your own 
hearts, and of the various temptations by whieli you am/M 
assailed, has convinced you that you can not be too oflenjT 
reminded of the solemn responsibilities which rest upon 
yon. If you are what you profess to Ijo, and what we 
trust you are, the groat and commanding motive of your 
life is a desire to glorify God, and to promote the salva* 
tiou of your fcUow-nicn. But you are sanctified but in J 
part. There still exists within you the remains of eveiy "^ 
unholy affection, and you find yourselves in danger of 
being influenced by pride, by ambition, by tlie fear of 
man, and by an inordinate love of the world. You aro 
in danger of keeping back the truth, or of failuig to bear 
faithful testimony against sin, through fear of giving 
offense. You are in danger of becoming slothful and 
negligent, of yielding to discouragement, and of fainting,^ 
under trials. You are in danger of preaching yourselves, ■ 
and of seeking too much that honor which comctli from, 
men, and too little tliat which comcth from God only. 
And even should you be faithful, so far as man can judge, 
in the discharge of every duty, you will be in danger of 
being actuated by a desire to be considered able, faithtiilfra 
and successful ministers of the gospel. Look well, theniN" 
dear brethren, to those deceitfnl hearts. Watch and pn^^l 
that yon enter not into temptation. Endeavor to realizerl 
at all times that the eye of the omniscient God is upcai- T 
you, and that he roquiretli truth in the inward parts.] 
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ScmUnize your motives. Bewail before God every un- 
holy feeliug, and pray for a heart supremely devoted to 
ibe service of God. Let it be tlie testimony of your con- 
Eciviices tliat iu simplicity and godly sincerity, and not by 
fleidily wisdom, you have had your conYoreation in the 
world. 

We have a comprehensive descnption of a minister's 
vork in the reason assigned by tlic ajjostlca for the ap- 
pointment of dea«ons to take charge of tlio secular con- 
ceroe of the church, " But we will give ourselves to 
prayer and to Ihe ministry of the word." Tliis, dear 
brethren, ia to be your work while you live ; and let it not 
be forgotten that a very important part of this work ia, 
to give yourselves to prayer. If thia part of your work 
is neglected, or performed with remissness, every other 
part will suffer. Prayer will quicken your intellects, aid 
you in your studies, keep your consciences tender, and 
impart vigor to all your efforts in the cause of Christ. If 
you would understand the trutii, and be preserved from 
ercry dangerous error, search the Scriptures with a prayer^ 
fill spirit, with desires ascending to heaven that the Holy 
Spirit may shed light upon the sacred page, and guide 
you into all truth. 

If you would bring beaten oil into the sanctuary, and 
skillfully divide the word of truth, giving to each one a 
porttoD in due season, make all your preparations for the 
pulpit witli your hearts lifted up to God in prayer. 

If you would be wise to win souls to Chidst, if you 
would so preach as to be iutitruraental iu turning siuuers 
from darkness to light, and from the power of Satan unto 
God, go from your closets to the pulpit, and &om the 
pulpit to your closets. Bear it constantly in mind, that 
while you plant and water, it is God who giveth the in- 
crease, and that he will give the increase iu answer to 




humble and fervent prayer. What was the great secret 
of the success of the apostles and primitive preachei-s of 
Christianity ? They were men who had power witli God, 
Wliy was Tliomas Shepard such " a converter of souls " ? 
Why were the labors of Whitefield, and Nettleton, and 
many others in modern times crowned witli such signal 
success ? They were men of prayer. They held intimate 
communion with God. Imitate their example if you 
would witness similar success. It la true, God is a holy 
Sovereign, and he will give efficacy to a preached gospel 
when and where he pleases. But he has not said to the 
seed of Jacob, Seek ye me in vain ; and " he tliat goeth 
forth and wecpeth, bearing precious seed, shall doubt- 
less come again with rejoicmg, bringing his sheaves with 
him," 

You are also to give yourselves to the ministry of the 
word. Your great work is to preach the gospel, and see 
to it that you preach the true gospel, without any mix- 
ture of human inventions. Preach the gospel which Paul 
preached, and of which he said he was not ashamed, for 
it is the power of God unto salvation to every one that 
believeth. Shun not to declare all the counsel of God. 

Preach the doctrines of the gospel, not in a dry, spec- 
ulative manner, but preach them practically. Apply the 
trutli closely to the hearts and consciences of yotir hear- 
ers, and show them the bearing wliich it has niwn their 
immortal interests. In your preaching, as far as possible, 
imitate Him who spake as never man spake. Then your 
discourses will be impressive and powerful, and those to 
whom you preach will feel that tliey can neither hear and 
love, nor hear and hate, the messages you bring them {rom 
the Lord, without ripening fast for endless joys or endless 
sorrows. 

The work iu which you arc engaged you have found t 
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be arduous, and the responsibilities connected with it to 
be such as to require streugtli more tlian liuman to sus-. 
tain you under them. But God has seen tit to commit 
this treasure to earthen vessels, that tlie excellency of the 
power may be of him. He might have commissioned some 
higher order of bebigs to preach tiis gospel ; but even then 
his own almighty energy would have been needed to give 
eflect to their preachuig ; for there is no created power in 
the universe competent to ctfect wliat God designs to 
effect tlirough the instrumentality of his gospel. The 
glory of this work is Jiis, aud the more feeble the instru- 
ments which he employs, the more Btrikiugly will his 
glory be seen. 

You can not be too sensible of your own insufficiency ; 
but this should not serve to discourage you, for, although 
of yourselves you can do nothuig, yot through him 
strengthening you, you can do all tilings. You are not 
required to accomplish any thing in your own strength. 
Ho wlio has called you to this work is better acquainted 
with your weakness and insulBciency than yon are your- 
selrea. He knows that without him you can do no'thing, 
and ho lias pledged you his gracious presence and assistr 
ance. Mr. Wliitney, late missionary to tlie Sandwich 
IsUnds, said on his death bed, " Twenty-six years ago, 
when I consecrated myself to tlie work of missions, I felt 
courage in view of the Saviour's promise, ' Lo. I am with 
you alway, even unto the end of the world.' This prom- 
ise lie has kept good. He has been witli me in all my 
journey, with me amid all my labors, and Joys, and sor- 
rows, and temptations, and trials, and how can I doubt 
that he will he with me now ? " 

If you have evidence that you arc his disciples, and 
tiiat he has called you to the sacred office, you may appro- 
priate to yourselves tliis promise, and you will find it 
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true. Lean then upon this arm. Run ttio race set before 
you with patience, looking unto Jesus. Let your hearts 
be fixed, trusting in him. " Li the Lord Jehovah is erer- 
lasting strength." 

Remember tlic time is short. Your work will soon bo 
finished, and it may be finished much soouor tlian you 
anticipate. It is but a few years since tliis seminary was 
established, and twelve of its olunuii are already n»un- 
bered with the dead. How solemnly does this faet speak 
to you all, " Bo ye tlierefore ready, for in such au hour 
as ye think not, the Son of Man cometh " ! 

Dear brethren, several of the founders of this seminary 
have passed from the stage. Of the ministers, Pei-kiiis, 
and Dow, and Tenney, and Ncttleton, and Ely, and Yale, 
and Dodd, men who were prominent among the founders, 
and whose praise is ui the cliurcbcs ; and of distinguished 
laymen, Terry, and Bulkley, and Waldo, and Grant, to 
whose munificent benefactions the Institute is greatly in- 
debted, are gone, and those who Bur\'ive will soon follow 
them. And who are to occupy their places? Who are 
to wattb over and cherish this beloved seminary which 
they planted, and in the welfare of whicli they took so 
deep an interest ? That responsibility will devolve, in a 
great measure, on you. To you the founders look to 
enter into their labors, and they charge you to be faithful 
to the trust. May I not assure them that you will not 
disappoint their hopes ? May this seminary over live in 
your aflFectious and in your prayers. May you faithfully 
guard it against the inroads of error. May yon do. what 
you can to increase its means of usefulness, and may you 
be permitted, througli the blessing of God. to see it pros- 
pering and accomplishing the groat ends for which it waa 
established, after all its founders shall liave been gathered 
to their fathers. 
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The following letters from "Rev. Edward Hooker, D. D., 
and Rev. William Thompson, D. D., speak familiarly, and, 
without doubt, justly and accurately, of Dr. Tyler in liia 
n-lations as president and teacher of Christian theology in 
the Uieological seminary. 

FaIKHaVKS, Vehmont, January 24, 1869. 
Ret. Johh Eu-eby Ttled. 

My dear Sir : My recollections of your venerated and 
beloved &thcr property commence with his residence as a 
student in theology with my fatlier, the Bcv, Asahel 
Uouker, then pastor of the church in Goshen, Litchfield 
county, Connecticut.' 

All my recollections respecting him at that period ara 
pleasant, as a man and a Christian, and finally as a 
preacher. I have also occa5it>n to rememhcr him with 
aSlvction and respect as a teacher, my first studies in 
preparation for college being pursued under liis direction. 

Shortly after tlio decease of my lather at Norwich, Con- 
aecticat, in 1813, your father, then pastor of the church 
in South Britain, visited our bereaved family, passed a 
Sabbath with us, and preached to the congregation. Such 
was the interest of the people in his services on that Sab- 
bath, that, had they not previously presented a call to a 
young candidate, a movement would probably have been 
made to call Mm to tlic pastorship of that church. 

My acquaintance with him was afterward renewed, 
vhile passing a year in Maine, he being at that tuno 

' Previom to the cslablisliineiit of the seminary nt Andover, and when 
RndoiU in throloi^ were acruotamed to icsidc with paHlom for profb«- 
wnul study, the labor of instnicttan in Connecticut had devolved, au6- 
wtuTcIy, among othetB, upon Rev. Dra, Bellamy, Smalley, Charles 
Backus, and Prc«dcnt Dwight, ruid. finally, upon my father, vhose tho- 
oto^cal students nombeied thirty in all, during a period of Bbout five 
jrart. Cordoa Hall was his last pupil for a short period. 



pastor of the church in Portland, formerly Dr, Payson's, 
and his whole soul then engaged in the pastoral cliarge of 
that great and interesting congregation. 

My connection with the Theological Institute of Connec- 
ticut, at Ea^t Windsor Hill, commencing in 1844, brought 
us n^in together for four years as colleagues in the work 
of theological instruction. My recollections in that rela- 
tionship you have particularly asked, and I give them with 
great pleasure ; for they are, and ever will he, pleasant. 

In speaking of these, 1 mention, first, Dr. Tyler's deep 
and steady interest iii the work of instruction ia his 
particular department. Christian theology. Ho seemed 
to live, to hreakfast, dine, sup, — I had almost said 
sleep, — upon theology; to luxuriate in the study of 
it, and in the work of teacliing it. As president of the 
Institute, he entered with becoming interest into the 
departments of his colleagues ; but theology was his 
delight. Not, however, as a man indulging himself in 
favorite theories of his own, and in keeping a set of the- 
ological hobljy-horses, to ride, one after another, for his 
own amusement, from year to year, hut aa a man who 
loved the Christian doctrines in their scriptural and un- 
changeable simplicity ; as having their source in " the 
good word of God," and as constituting the great and 
glorious system which Paul calls " Christ crucified." 
That he loved to teach the theology of the Bible was 
easily to be seen in his conversations relative to his work 
in his department, in the manner in which he conducted 
his examinations in his classes, and in the part which 
he took in assoeiational examinations of candidates for 
hcenaure, and in those which were preparatory to ordi- 
nations or installations, whether of liis own pupils or 
others. The interest in theology with which students 
under his iuEtructiou seemed inspired, clearly indit 




id, clearly indicat^^— 
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that ho was leading them forward in his department witli 
ability, and with profit to them, as woU as with satisfac- 
tion lo himself. 

His paternal interest in his pupils is another point for 
recollection. When a young man had pi^ssed a satisfac- 
tory examination for admission, and been received as a 
member of the seminary, he appeared to regard liim as 
though a member of his family, and to be ready to greet 
him, always, with a smile of benignity. And although, in 
dealing with human nature and its perversities, (as some- 
times appearing even in theological seminaries, as else- 
where,) tlie strong a^ections of the father in him occa- 
stooally swayed the firmness of the " tutor and governor," 
and rendered him indulgent and yielding in cases where 
there was call for the peremptory and the autlioritative, 
sliil, this was abundantly compensated by his many excel- 
lences as a presiding officer and instructor. One thing 
was certain — that something must bo the matter with the 
temper of that student who did not get along peaceably 
with Dr. Tyler. 

In his intercourse with his colleagues in the work of 
instruction, he was paternal, confiding, considerate, sym- 
pathizing iu relation to their perplexities and trials, and 
heartily happy in their success and enjoyment of their 
work. The seasons for faculty meetings wore uniformly 
seasons for free, pleasant, and profitable iutercliange and 
consultation, and of great enjoyment. While there were, 
necessarily and often, subjects involving responsibility, 
and points of some perplexity, delicacy, and difficulty. 
Dr. Tyler was ever tlie man of an excellent spirit — 
patient, persevering, calm in inquiring for duty, and of 
sonud judgment in the prudential affairs of the seminary, 
ffls habits of thought, feeling, deportment, regard for the 
opinions of his associates, and for the courtesies belong- 



ing to intercourso with liis colleagues, were eminently 
fraternal. 

In this connection it is proper to speak of Dr. Tyler as 
he wfts ill tlie stated seminary conference, in which the 
faculty (each member in liis turn taking the direction 
and leading the discussion) met the students for tlio pur- 
pose of giving them, as expectants of the sacred office, 
prudential counsels on an extensive range of subjects 
practical in the miuistry. Dr. Tyler's long and various 
experience in the pastoral work, and in the stations he 
had occupied as an iustructor, had fitted him to speak 
fully and instructively on such subjects. No seminary 
exercises probably surpassed these in tlio interest with 
which they were attended, both by tlio faculty and the 
students. Dr. Tyler was always felicitous in his unfold- 
ing of his topics, and in the choice of incidents and 
examples, from his own experience and observatioQ, 
illustrative of the subject in hand. 

The influence of Dr. Tyler upon his pupils, as a serioaa, 
exemplary, and experimental Christian, was such as is ' 
ever desirable and indispensable in a theological in- 
structor. No young man could pass through tiio semi- 
nary and leave it without carrying tlio conviction that he 
had lived and studied within the influence of a man of 
deep and serious piety. His devotional services, his con- 
versation, and liis preaching, with his exemplary duly 
life, were adapted to help his pupils, liis colleagues, and 
all others about him, in their progress in the divine life. 
To train up a serious ministry, to prepare young men to 
do the work of devoted, active Christians, as well as sound 
and intellectual ministers, seemed his study and aim. He 
had his eye ever, and anxiously, on the danger, in all the- 
ological seminaries, of the spirit of literature surpassing 
aud repressing the spirit of devotion, and of faith and 
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love to the truth. And wliile he held the standard of 
profefiBional education high, in all whicli involved the cul- 
ture of tlio intellectual powers, he held still higher the 
standard of personal and spiritual religion, as that Tvlilch 
must sanctify talents and attainments in the Cliristian 
miuislflr. 

None of Dr. Tyler's brethren, probably, had better 
opportunities than his colleagues in tlie seminary to know 
and understand his spirit and motives as a writer on con- 
troversial theology. It is well known that on several 
occasions lie took up Ms pen for the defense of assailed 
and perverted doctrines of tlie gospel. Not tliat he loved 
controversy, but he seemed actuated by that divine injunc- 
tion, (Zcch. viii. 19,) "Therefore love tlio truth and 
peace." He neither knew nor desired peace whicli was 
gained at the expense of compromising any of the trutlis 
of the gospel. It was natiii'al that lie should freely inter- 
change views with his colleagues on errors advanced in 
tlie ministoriol and theological circles of Connecticut, and 
New England generally. He endeavored to uiiderstaud 
and judge wisely when it was " a time to keep silence," 
and when " a time to speak ; " and rarely, if ever, did ho 
mistake his own duty on such occasions. His habits of 
feeling and of conversation relalive to those between 
whom and himself be saw fundamental difference of 
views, were kind and charitable. When he did go into 
the pursuit of any writer who advanced religious error, 
it was indeed hard to escape him ; and yet hia persever- 
ance was not from tenacity in Ids own opinions, but from 
fidelity to the truth of God. That whicli has been justly 
said of Calvin, is appUcablo to Dr, Tyler : " His zeal was 
not rage ; his ^^gilanco was not captiousuess j his reason- 
ing was not rancor; and liis candor was not obstina- 



cy." ' What he said in his study, and in tho freedom of 
his conversation witli his associatos, respecting an error and 
its author or advocate, was neither more nor less than, if 
called, he would say to the errorist liimsclf. 

In coDclusiou, I would say, my dear sir, that I remem- 
ber my associatiou with your father in the duties of the 
seminary over which ho presided, with great satisfaction, 
and take pleasure in availing myself of tho oppoi-tunity 
you havo given me for thus testifying my estimate of Mb 
worth, and my veneration and aficction for his character. 
Bespcctfully and fraternally yours, 

Edwakd W. Hooker. 

Eabt 'Windsor Hill, Febroary 8, 18B9. 
Ebv. Nahcm Gax-e, D, D. 

My dear Sir; You arc aware that between our revered 
friend, Dr. Tyler, and myself, an intimate relation, hotii 
personal and official, commenced about twenty-five years 
since. 

When I closed his eyes, the 14th of last May, it was no 
part of my grief that the harmony of our intercourse had 
once, for a moment, been disturbed, 

I met liim the first time in my study at North Bridge 
water, Massachusetts, in the summer of 1834. That 
interview left an impression of his sterling sense, urban- 
ity, and imaasuming Christian worth, which close and 
leisurely observation uever afterward proved false. 

Without knowing precisely how his character is to be 
delineated in yoiir forthcoming memorial, I am sure of 
its being drawn, in every important particular, according 
to the lamented original. His name recalls an assemblage 
of qualities often attested in pubhc and private. What 

' Bt. John M. Uason. 
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these were, and how happily they wcro blended in his 
Bymmetrical character, your readers will sufficiently learn 
without my aid. But you will indulge me in a few 
reminisccDces. 

I labored with him as a son with a father. Oui- daily 
intercourse was in the highest degree cordial and um'e- 
Btroiucd. He was dearer to mo than any earthly friend 
not nithin the circle of immediate relatives. Your 
biogruphical sketch will indicate the properties that 
bound so many hearts to him, and made it a rare privi- 
lege to be his companion and follow-laboror. His genial 
and obliging temper ; his guileless simplicity, united with 
firmness and self-respect ; his myiffected candor, humility, 
and benevolence ; his cheerful, consistent piety, which 
seemed to bo the living, molding principle of his cha> 
acter ; the wisdom, fidelity, and zeal with which his pub- 
lic trusts wore executed, — entitled liim to a " good report 
of all men, and of tlie truth itself." His devotion to the 
seminary, as subservient to the Redeemer's kingdom, was 
unfaltering and generous. Much hard work was required 
in the earlier years of the enterprise, laying under fre- 
quent tribute his well-known energy, perseverance, and 
skill. A laige amount of e.ttra-official labor almost con- 
stantly fell to his hands. When an associate withdrew to 
some other field, Dr. Tyler cheerfully assumed his full 
share of the toil belonging to tlie vacant office. Not tliat 
his own department failed to supply him witli ample 
employment ; not that ho aiTectcd versatility of talents, or 
expected to escape disparaging criticism ; but it accorded 
with Ms principles and habits to do what he could. 
Hence lie was seldom disquieted with the anxiety that 
haunts a man who declines every service not " in the 
bond," lest his personal convenience or reputation should 
Buffer. 
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Of his Christian magnanimity I happened to know sev- 
eral examples, some of which came to the knowledge of 
only a few intimate friends. A clerical acquaintance, 
strongly prejudiced against Dr. Tyler, suddenly fell into 
pecuniary embarrassments. Just at the time when he 
became apprised of the fact, he was in communicatioii 
with a wealthy Chi'istian gentleman, who readily furnished 
hia correspondent what was needed to relieve tlic disaf- 
fected brother. 

Instead of supplying a vacant pulpit for a few months, 
when his expenses were hardly met by his income, ha 
used all Ids influence to secure the situation for a 
preacher, from wliom, as. he was well aware, ho had suf- 
fered no small harm. How often have I known him put 
aside his own convenience and rights for another's ad- 
vantage ! The unmistakable proofs of good will accom- 
panying such acts cannot properly be set forth by their 
mere recital. 

It is for his pupils, rather than his colleagues, to de- 
scribe his mode of conducting the stated exercises in the 
development of theology. 

I will relate an incident showing that the doctrines of 
grace may be taught in the class room, as parts of a noble 
Bcience, without being stripped of their practical power, 
and that some candidates for the gospel ministry havQ 
more reason than David had to pray, " Open thou mine 
eyes." 

A lecture had been delivered in course on one of the 
hard things in the Pauline system, when a familiar die- 
cnssion ensued, as was the practice. Objections and 
plausible liypotheses were met in Rich a way by the 
lecturer, that ho secured a general and intelhgent acqui- 
escence in his riews. One, however, with increasing 
warmth, persisted in reiterating the common difficulties. 
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A eeries of lectures on kindred tlioiues was followed 
siEnilar results. At length the captious and uuhappy dis- 
putant sought a personal interview with bis instructor, 
for the purpose of acknowledging an unprovoked and 
inexcusable manifestation of ill temper before the class, 
avowing at the same time bis conviction that his heart 
was at war with the gospel. Fcrliaps bis discerning but 
singularly charitable teacher had sometimes suspected tbo 
dreadful secret now confessed. However that may have 
been, it is not difficidt to imagine with what consmumato 
fidelity and skill Dr. Tyler would treat such a case. 
The professor and pupil suddenly became the pastor and 
anxious inquirer. The same views of God and the way 
of Ufe, which liad been so distasteful in tlie lecture room, 
were again urged more pointedly than before, with solemn 
and tender appeals to the conscience and the heart. At 
lengtli, it is behoved, the all-conquering grace of God 
interposed, and the things of the Spirit, which the natural 
man recciveth not, were now welcomed with unspeakable 
joy. It was only a fresti and touching confirmation of 
the truttis that had long before passed into Dr. Tyler's 
I spiritual life, and, as he believed, can not be dis- 
carded, modified, or obscured, iu our pulpits or semina- 
ries, witliout endangering the salvation of men. 

At the semi-montldy conference, in the Institute, when 
the young brethren listened to our extemporaneous coim- 
Bel, on various themes, the senior professor instructed his 
junior associates scarcely less than his pupils. On such 
occasions his views were enforced by pertinent, sometimes 
by thrilling, incidents in his pastoral life. On no subject 
was he accustomed to dwell, at tliose seasons, with so 
much earnestness as on revivals of religion. As the dif- 
ferent brauches of the Gubject came under comideration, 
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wo wore all impressed with tlie hearing of his doc- 
trinal sentiments, and his method of treating diRbrciit 
classes of persons who resorted to him as their spiritual 
guide. Witli his views of man's depravity, and tlie work 
of the Holy Spirit, lie would have deemed it jwrilous, in 
the highest degree, to deal with anxious sinners in a way 
that would be quite natural on the Pelagian or Armiuian 
scheme. That liis pupils might be well informed and 
skillful in this department of ministerial labor, was his 
unceasing endeavor and prayer. At the close of one of 
these coaforeuces, in which he had set forth the evils 
likely to result from prematurely encouraging men to 
regard themselves as disciples of Christ, a member of 
the seminary came to his study in great distress and per- 
plexity. It appeared that, in conversing with some young 
persons in the neighborhood, a few days previous, he had 
fallen into the very strain of teaching and exhortation 
which he now saw was fraught witli danger. The young 
man was ingenuous, and thankful to be set right, and 
expressed no little surprise that Iiis former teachers had 
failed in warning professors of religion, in seasons of 
Bpecial interest, against this error. 

Should any preacher, trained at East Windsor Hill, the 
last quarter of a century, betray a captious, trifling, or 
jealous spirit ; should one of that band call down fire 
from heaven upon his opponents, or aim to aggrandize 
himself in the church of the living God ; should another, 
while yet a novitiate, plume himself on some fancied im- 
provement in theology, and " behave himself jiroudly 
against the ancient," — he would reflect any thing but the 
sentiments and example of his theological teacher. The 
lecture room, the pulpit, and tlic press, testiliod that he 
kept in viev the portrait of a gospel minister which is 
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supplied by the example and teachings of Christ and the 
apostles. According to tliat model, he strove to form his 
spirit and manner of life. Judged by that rule, his min- 
istry of fifty years, equally divided between the parish 
and seminary, befitted a master in Israel. 
Yours sincerely, 

WnjjAM Thompson. 



CHAPTER VI. 
LAST DAYS. AND DEPARTURE. 



Tee last days of Dr. Tyler were liappy. His mind 
retained, to a good degree, its wonted vigor, and it has 
been said by one who knew him well, " The infirmities of 
age only brouglit into more frequent exorcise those virtues 
which had made the husband and father the joy of his 
house for fifty years." 

Tlie year before lie died, he walked with a dignified step, 
and by his own free choice, from the arena of public life. 
Four years before, when ho had reached the age of three- 
score and ten, ho tendered his resignation to the trustees 
of the seminary, but they vuianimonsly declined to accept 
it. Ever after that, he hold himself in readiness to resig&- 
his chair as soon as a successor could bo provided. SdT^^ 
eral years before, he charged his children to tell him ! 
pltunly, in good season, when they thought it time for In'm 
to leave the instruction of young men to others. He had 
an honorable fear of retaining his position beyond his 
ability to fill it with credit to himself, and usefulness t9M 
the cliurch. He retired, in the judgment of his frieDdS||9 
just at the right time. In July, 1857, he resigned 1 
office in the seminary, and delivered his parting couns^^ 
to the alumni. He continued to lecture, however, tUlW 
his successor, Dr. Vcrmilye, entered ujwn his duties. Ho:l 
left his chair with the undiminisliod confidence and loTO 1 
of the board of trust, the patrons and friends of the J 
seminary, the alumni, and the students. His pecuuiaij ] 
tee) 
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I sufficient for the frugal wants of liiraself and 
lib companion. Controvcrsj had not, in tho least, soured 
his temper, or mado his heart cold. Says Dr. Thompson, 
alluding to his resignation, "From that time almost to 
the day of his death, his health was good, and his enjoy- 
ment of social and spiritual blessings was even greater 
than in tho ordinary cspcriencc of former years." Ho did 
not so honor the past as to despise the present. Ho looked 
hopefully upon tho church and upon the world. It did 
not seem to lum tliat God had deserted the present gener- 
ation; nor did ho doubt that the Holy One will keep 
covenant with " children's children." Though no longer 
professor, ho was pastor of the church connected with tha 
seminary, and preached nearly one third of tho time 
tlirougli the winter. 8oon after his resignation, he visited 
Lee, &Iass., and assisted in laying the corner stone of the 
new Congregational church ; and on the same day he 
enjoyed tho privilege of baptizing a grandchild by the 
name of Bonnet Tyler Gale. "Will not the remark bo 
pardoned, tliough made by one in the relation of the 
writer to Dr. Tyler, that he was happy in his children ? ^ 

Several years ago, at a meeting of the American Board, 
Dr. Tyler said, " I have a number of children, and tliey 
are all a comfort to mc ; but the greatest comfort are those 
are laboring in Africa for the salvation of tho Zulus." 

Tjleiwai the (aiher of twolvp children, six of whom survirc theif 
IWt. John Ellery, for fourtwn yenrs pastor of the Congirga- 
church, nindhnm, Connecticut ; his health not admitting of labor 
b flie tniniiitty, he has resided for Mvcral yenrs at Enst Windsor Hill. 
Sftrah, widow of the late Philip Orecly, Enq., mcrchiuit at BoHton. Catha- 
widovr of the Ule Rev. John Ooddard, Professor iu Columbia Col- 
kge, Tennessep. and at the tiniB of his decease pnsloi of the Congrcgs- 
tumal church, Egrcmont, MBasachusetts. Edward, Caahiet of the Suffolk 
Bank. Boston. Martha, wife of Hev. Nahuni Gale, pastor of the Congre- 
gational church, Lee, Maasachuaetta. Joush, minionarjr te the Zultu^ 
South Africa. * 
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Thus was the father's heart made glad, not only by kind 
attentions of children and grandchildren around him, but 
by messages of filial love and evidence of ChriMtian fidelity 
from those whom ho had dismissed most cheerfully for 
their self-denying labors on heathen shores. In the early 
winter there was a happy family gathering around this 
venerable patriarch and his consort, of which a lady friend 
has thus written since their deatli : — 

" It was only last November that the children and 
grandchildren of Dr. Tyler were assembled in the family 
mansion, at East Windsor Hill. They came togetlier to 
celebrate his golden wedding. For fifty years had those 
whom God joined in conjugal unity walked together as 
mutual helpers in the journey of life. It was a wortliy 
occasion for joy, and fit cause for gratitude to the Father 
of mercies. The annual festival of Thanksgiving, but 
a few days distant, was ante-dated, and the voice of glad- 
ness resounded in the happy dwelling. Who, that knew 
him, can not imagine the beaming countenance of the 
veneral)le father, as varions tokens of affection and respect 
were presented him ? And wlio can not seem to hear the 
spicy remarks of the motlicr, who, on occasions, could be 
so playful and sprightly ? " 

Tlie memory of that golden wedding will be treasuraij 
in many a fond heart. 

The following note received on that evening will t 
the unabated attachment of Dr. Tyler's students to 
during the last weeks of his active labors as 1 
teacher : — 



To Dn, Bf.nnet Ttibh, late Profcast 
□logical Institute of Conncrtiuut. 



' of Didactic Theology in the Tte 1 



Rev, and dear Sir : Tlic pupils of your present chargl^ I 
called to sustain relations of the most endearing i 
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actcr to yoii, both in jour ofiico as head of the seminary 
and &iiicc your resignation, present you their ferveut 
congratulations, and ininglc their groetings with those of 
yo^ur mauy kindred, who have Uib day returned to bless 
yoH, and join in llie festi\ilies of your Golden Wedding. 

Wc are pcnuitted to see you spared iu liealth and com- 
parative vigor, beyond the allotted limits of mau's age. to 
gatlier your childreu once more around your hearth aud 
tahlc, and revive Uie mingled memories of a household 
history extending back tbrough fil'ty years of sunlight 
and shadow ; a history, though doubtless marked with 
here and there a separation and a sorrow, yet brightened 
with many peculiar pleasures, and cheered with social 
peace. And while we congratulate you on the rcimion 
of your graceful family circle, we rejoice tliat wo arc en- 
abled to claim, with them, a share in your paternal sym- 
pathies, and with them ofler you our tendcrcst filial 
gratitude, asking only tliat, so long as God shall spare 
you to us, you will permit us still, as children, to look 
to you for coimsel, and will still commend us by your 
prayers to tlie Father of spirits. Receive this httle 
memorial as a token of the respect and affection of your 
pupils, and may it not be deemed a wholly insignificant 
tribute in tlio treasury of love, which tbe long-scattered 
members of your owu household are now filhng witli their 
Jar richer offerings. May the favor of the Lord God, 
whose wisdom has long been your fountain, aud whose 
eovereigiity has been your trust, make your last days 
your happiest; and when, at lengtli, your honored head 
shall lie down weary in the rest of death, may He appear 
for your comfort, and gather your soul into the golden 
unions of tliat glad assembly toward winch you have 80 
often pointed our waiting eyes. 

Babt '\Vikiibob Hill, NoTcmber 12, 18&7. 
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When the " great revival " commenced in many pai 
of our land, Dr. Tylor entered at once, witli deep in>J 
terest, upon the uso of means to Bceure a blessing for J 
himself, and for tho little flock under his pastoral case, i 
He was generally tlio first person present at tlio special 1 
prayer meetings which were held in the chapel of the 1 
seminar^'. Hia heart rejoiced in any token of good which J 
he saw, and in all ho heard of the grace of God in otli* ■ 
places. It was pleasant to see this unahated interest iA'l 
practical piety, his confidence in the present work of'fl 
the Holy Spirit, and in the instrumentalities which God I 
now uses for the eulargomont of his church. Thus tliia I 
veteran soldier kept tho field, not as a bird of evil o 
to send dismay to the hearts of younger warriors, but, 
with tho faith of ripe experience, and the hope and zeal 
of earlier days, to encourage tlicm to load on tho sacra- 
mental host to new and glorious victories for Ciirist. 

Thus were the few months preceding Dr. Tyler's death.! 
passed by him in lionorable, useful, and happy retiraiJ 
ment, if that life can properly bo called rctiroinout whid 
is made up of cares and duties becoming one's e 
circumstances. 

In addition to his own domestic afRiirs, he had now] 
much to do for two widowed daughters and their cliil 
dren, who lived near him. In this group be was a kind 
and sympathizing father, ever caring for the welfare 
of each, and ever welcome to all as a counselor, without 
whose advice no one seemed willing to act, without whose j 
aid no little family plan seemed at all hopeful of s 
Seen moving daily in this hallowed circle of family cares^'l 
sympathies, and joys, it might with special propriety I 
said of him, — 

" How pure 
The grace, the gentleneaa, of virtuous nfje I 
Though lolcmn, not nustcre ; though wisvly dead 
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To pasBioQ and the wildering dresms of hope, 
Not unulivo to tenderness and truth, — 
The good old man in honored and revered, 
And breathes npon the young -limbed race urotUK 
A gny and venerable charm of years." 



It is pleasant to see tlio aged useful till the closing day 
cf life. So was Dr. Tyler. On the morning of Friday, 
31ay 14, 1858, he toolv his usual exercise, planting a garden 
for his daughter, Mrs. Grcely. At nine o'clock he stepped 
into her house, remarking, " I have finished the garden, 
if 1 do not live to oat of its fruit." He was immediately 
seized with a neuralgic affection, from which he suffered 
extreme pmn in the head and lungs. He was soon too ill 
to be removed to the house of his son, with whom ho 
resided. Believing it to be his last sickness, he took 
leave of his wife, children, and grandchildren, with such 
counsels and prayers as befitted a dying patriarch. As 
(he oldest of his colleagues. Dr. Tliompson, approached 
his bedside, a flood of tender feeling was called up by the 
memory of their uniform and long-continued friendship. 
He was asked if it was a pleasant thought that lie would 
soon be free from sin. He replied, " It is the pleasantest 
thought I have ; " then with characteristic self-distrust, 
and an expression of the utmost solemnity, he said, " But 
0, if I should be deceived ! " At eight o'clock in the 
evening he fell asleep in Christ. As might have bceu 
expected liy those who knew him, he said but little, 
during tlie day, of his religious feelings. He remarked, 
" I am a great sinner, but I have a great Saviour." " I 
have not the ra\ishing views which some have liad, hut 
I enjoy perfect peace." "The heart is very deceitful, 
but I trust I am not deceived ; I have no fear." 

Thus in peace passed the good man to his rest, at the 
age of seventy-four years and ten months. To us, who 
9- 
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had T&tched the lengthening slmdows of his quiet afternoon i 
of life, his departure seemed like the going down of the sun 
at the end of a long summer's day, leaving a twilight so 
gratefid that we scarcely notice that the day has closed. 

The remains of the deceased were committed to the 
ground on Tuesday, tho 18th, the professors in the sem- 
inary conducting the fiuieral services. 

That day it seemed deeply impressed npon all present 
that a true father in Israel had fallen. Voices tremu- 
lous with emotion sang that matchless hymn for the burial 
of a Christian, — 

" Whj do we mouin departing fticnds ? " 

Old corapaniona of the departed in many trials, and in 
many joys, assembled with tho relatives around the bier, 
to look, with suppressed sighs, for the last time, upon 
that venerable countenance, bearing in death a placid 
and benignant expression which seemed to speak a pleas- 
ant farewell to all. Neighbors and brethren in tlie min^ 
istry laid him in tlie chapel cemetery, near to his friend . 
Kettlcton, and the hands of daughters crowned the grarfi I 
with flowers. 

Tlie followhig stanzas, written by a student in the 
seminary, and sent to the mourners on the day of the 
funeral, expressed the feelings of all connected with the 
institutions of learning on East Windsor Hill, or with ths f 
families in the neighborhood. 



The atillneas on each wpaiy limb — 
The heart at refit, the countenaneo dL 
Te need not toll the bell for him — 
My father, O, my &ther ! 

They lean above hia head to weep ; 
My lender sorrows lie too deep 

To «hed ibove «o sweet a sleep — 
My tather, 0, my father 1 
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I tee the men of hoaty head, 
And piattling babca with gentle tread, 
Come mumiuring to the reverend dead — 
•' My father, O, my falher ! " 

Aiid Zion'* suinta he loved so well. 
Bland gaiing where their leader fell, 
Aad cry to heaven, '• Farewell, ferewell 
My father, O, my father I " 

Ills distant moumcis come in banda i 
And shcphcrdfl, ivringing filial hands. 
Weep, answering back from other landt, 
"My father, O, my father ! " 

ThoD. art gone up, victorious saint, 
To find the joys for which we faint, 
AwBJ firom an and sin's complaint — 
Uy bther, O, my father! 

And watchmen reach from Zion's walls 
To catch thy mantle as it fallH, 
And many a young Elisha colls, 

"My Either, O, my father 1" 

Among the mild and meek of men, 
Beyond the threescore years and tetl. 
Ah, who will live thy life again, 

My fcthcr, 0. my father I 

On the day of the fiuieral, Rov, Mr. McKinstry wrote 
u follows to tho eMost sou of the deceased : — 

HiBwiMTOM, May 18, 18S8. 
BxoTHn Ttier. 

Hev. and dear Sir : Tlio last evening's mail brought me 
the melancholy intelligence tliat your honored and l)eloved 
lather was numbered with the dead. This is an event not 
"unexpected, and yet, to nie, unapprised of his increased 
illness, it is sudden, I have long felt tliat tho Master 
Wiks about to call his servaiit homo ; and as I saw liim 
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disrobed at the last anniverBaiy, that aoother might take 
his place, I said, Your work for this world is near its 
end : the service to wliich the Master now calls is praise. 
And may we not confidently believe that the words ■' well 
done " fell sweetly upon the ear? His was not the quiet 
life on the liill side, leading the flock by gentle streams, 
and to bubbling springs, but in the camp, yea, in the front 
rank of God's battling host. And well did he wield the 
sword of trath ; firmly did he stand wliere God had 
placed liim, as a good soldier of Jesus Christ ; for he 
never quailed — never turned back. But though called 
to contend for the faitli, and earnestly, his was ever the 
spirit of peace and good will. But his work is now done, 
that he may rest. The storm is past ; the clouds put on 
their beautiful hue, for at evening it is hght. And the 
bow around the tlu-one speaks to him of the covenant 
ever sure, and of rest undisturbed and eternal in heaven. 
It would have given me great satisfaction to have joined 
the circle of mourners, and in silence paid my respects to 
a great and good man, at wliose departure many a one 
will say, *' My father, my father, the chariot of Israel and 
the horsemen thereof!" but the affliction of a sevt 
cold confines me at home. 

Be pleased to tender to your afflicted mother the eiit^'l 
cere sympathy of one who counts it an honor of no ordi- 
nary kind that he has been permitted fo sit at the feet of' 
her husband. Say to her that now she has a new promise 
upon which to lean, — the promise to a widow, — and that 
the greater her weakness, the firmer is the siipport. Assure 
lier, also, that upon many a prayer she will be borne to 
the mercy seat, where she may daily sit and receive gifts 
from her ascended Lord, Toll her, moreover, that her 
place will soon be exchanged ; for she will no longer sit 
at the beautiful gate, but be invited in by her blessed 
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Lord, that before the throne she may bow, and in the 
song of seraphim she may join. Tender also to those 
widowed sisters the condolence of one who was ever the 
friend to their Iionored fatlier, and now mourns that lie 
sliall 1)ehold his benignant countenance no more. They 
have drank of the cnp of affliction before, and found it 
good medicine. May this cup add to tlie measure of 
blessings, by fitting for service divine, and in heaven. 

Tender also to the other members of the family, as well 
as to tliose of your own, the sj-mpathics of one who would 
gladly join them as they sit around the cypress, and speak 
of one dear to us and to tijo church, but dearer to Christ 
and to the church above. 

"With kind regards, yours truly, 

J. A. McKiNSTitr. 

Tliis kind letter, written without the most distant 
thought of its puhUcation, is inserted here as indicative 
of the emotions which spontaneously arose in many hearts 
far away from the scene of mourning, when it was known 
that the good man had gone to his rest. 

Tlio widow of Dr. Tyler, though she had been in feeble 
health for many years, was able to attend the fiuieral of 
her companion, and the next day seemed but little weaker 
than usual. But the sudden separation from one on 
whom she was so dependent was too much for her deli- 
cate frame to support. 

On the night of Wednesday, the 19th, the day after 
the funeral of her husband, she was attacked with 
neuralgia. 

She lingered till Tuesday, the 2.5th, and then departed, 
aged seventy-two years. On Friday, the 28th, her remains 
were laid to rest by the side of him with whom she had 
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walked the pilgrimage of life for more than half a eea- 
tury. The following touching notice of these two funer- 
als was written hj a lady iu the neighborhood ; 

On Tuesday, the IStli of May, the mortal remains of 
the revered father and grandfather were followed in sor- 
row to the grave by those who had so recently rejoiced in 
the smiles of his love. The last offices of affectioa are 
ended. The scattered members of the family return to 
their several homes, while the widow sits iu darkness, — 
the light of her dwelling forever put out. The smgle 
desire that her husband, in his last hour, expressed to a 
friend, with regard to the continuance of life, was, that, If 
it were God's will, he might bo spared a little longer to 
watch over his feeble wife. But God was better to him 
than his fears. Tlie loneliness ho dreaded for her she 
was not long to experience. In one week from his fu- 
neral day, the death angel again descends, and bears away 
the solitary mourner to the bosom of everlasting love. 
The solemn message is again carried upon the telegraphic 
wires, and filial love returns once more to weep for tha 
loss of a tender and faithful mother, as it had done for that 
of a wise and loving father. 

Thus, after the brief separation of a few days, thow I 
who, for half a century, had been united in their religious 
sympathies, and hopes, and joys, meet again before " the 
throne of God, and serve him day and night in his templa. 
The Lamb, which is in the midst of the throne, shall feed 
them, and shall lead them unto living fountains of water, 
and God shall wipe away all tears from their eyes." 
Blessed spirits ! They have reached that exemption from 
sin and error, for which they had been striving in 
the Christian conflict. And we can hear them saying to 
their sorrowing friends, " Weep not for us. Thanks 
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be unto God, who hath given us the victory through our 
Lord Jesus Christ." 

•• Why is it that we linger round these graves ? 
What hold they ? Dust that ctiinbered those we moum ; 
They've shook it off, and laid aside earth's robes, 
And put on those of light." 



CHAPTER VII. 



ESTIMATE OF DR. TYLER'S THEOLOGICAL 
WRITINGS. 



As a theologian, Dr. Tyler did not profess to hold and 
advocate original views of truth. He always claimed to 
belong to the " Old School " of New England divines, ia 
distiuetion, on the one hand, from " Hyper-Calvinists," 
and, on the other hand, from advocates of " New Divin- 
ity," whom he regarded as vainly attempting to find a 
middle course hetween the Calvinistic and the Arminian 
systems. Dr. Tyler always professed to belong to the 
school of Edwards, Bellamy, Griffin, Dwight, and Woods, 
His theological opinions are so fully expressed in his pub- 
lished writings, and in the discourses and lectures of this 
volume, that no formal statement of tliem here need be 
attempted. Through the whole course of his ministry be 
taught one system. His earliest puhlicatioTis he always 
regarded as teachiug his latest views on sin, human abil- 
ity and dependence, atonement, regeneration, and affili- 
ated subjects. The only slight modification of this state- 
ment, which he made in the last years of hia life, was, in 
substance, that, inasmuch as some terms used by him 
many years ago were now liable to bo misunderstood, and 
their meaning perverted, he should substitute other terms 
for tlicm, or be more cautious in using Ihcm without 
careful explanation. 

While Dr. Tyler had a very high regard for Presbyte- 
rians, such as Dr. Alexander, the elder, and Dr. Kichards, 
and always insisted that sound New England men should 
(108) 
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have no controversy witli them, but should labor witli 
them, in ecclesiastical and pastoral bodies, still he over 
profeEsed to be a New Knglaud man, both in doctrinal 
belief and in views of church polity. lu the last years 
of his life, when some few in Kew England complained 
that he was not up to their standard of orthodoxy, his 
reply was, " TUcy have advanced, or think they have ; I 
have remained where I was." While he would say, "I 
am not a Presbyterian," he regarded the difference in 
theological views between old school New England min- 
isters and Presbyterians, such as eacfi should tolerate with 
mutual confidence and love ; and deeply regretted that 
want of cordiality and cooperation should in any measure 
arise between them. 

Some of Dr. Tyler's published works may be read with 
less interest now than they were a quarter of a century 
ago. The specific topics which they discuss interested 
the public raiud theu as they do not now. The contro- 
versy, of which they form a part, has, in a great measure, 
ceased to be public. It is true of all parts of polemic 
tlieology that tliey have their periods of thorough, earnest 
discussion ; theu tlie form of the controversy changes, or 
is removed to some otlier portion of the great field on 
which has been the " conflict of ages." Writings, there- 
fore, peculiarly adapted to the times, and of special value 
to the church of one generation, may not have equal 
pertinency and value for all generations. The good they 
do may have passed into the life of the church, and be 
still accomplishing the end designed by their author, and 
by tlio counsels of eternity, thougli the writings in ques- 
tion may have ceased to be of peculiar interest to the 
religious community. This is true of many of tho 
writings of Luther, and Baxter, and Edwards. The 
caudid reviewer of Dr. Tyler's works ou polemic tho- 
10 
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olo(^ will not, surely, overlook a tnith so obvious. No^ | 
should it be forgotten tliat Dr. Tylor published much ia J 
pamphlets and periodicals, aiid in review of the writings I 
of others. This gave to some of bis works a less perinAr I 
nent character than they would otiierwise have possessed. 
His book on the " Sufferings of Chi-ist," had it not beea 
a review of Mr. Griffin's book, but an iudepeiident treatise 
on tJie subject, would have been for more valuable. A» 
it ia, able theologians have pronounced it unanswerably, i 
and in many minds it settled the questioa as to the nature ' 
in which Christ suffered. Dr. Tyler's treatise on the 
" Perseverance of the Saints," published when he was a 
young man, has always been regarded, by tlie most conf 
petent judges, as very able and conviucing. Notliing ' 
since written has taken its place in New England the- < 
ology. It should bo fnrtlier remembered, iu estimatiog 
Dr. Tyler as a tbeoli^cal writer, that the position to 
which he deemed himself called by Providence, was not 
adapted to call out his powers of originality. He believed 
that the great truths in the Pauline and Calvinistic system 
were assailed indirectly. He regarded himself called to 
show what these great truths are — that they are scriptu- 
ral, and important for the church. Ho was fully persuaded 
tliat New England had the truUi, and that he should im- I 
pi-ess upon the churches the duty of holding it fast. It 
was his firm conviction that the speculative tendency in 
New Elugland had already gone too far, and that he 
should endeavor to call back the churches from this 
tendency, and persuade them to " hold fast tlio form (rf ; 
sound words." His duty, therefore, seemed to be, to pub- 
lish and explain tlie principles, long held as true among 
the descendants of the Pilgrims, and to show the coft- 
sisteucy of these principles and doctrines with tlie teaclt 
ings of reason, of Scripture, and of Cliristian experience. 
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This object, ever kept steadily iii view, gave character to 
the general course of Dr. Tyler's labors as a theologiaji. 
Such a work has some manifest disadvantages for tlie 
development of mental power. It could not turn atten- 
tion to the iudiWdual as the propounder of a new bypoth- 
0618, or tlie leader of a uew party. In the work wliich 
Dr. Tyler proposed to himself, or, ratlier, which he saw 
marked out tor him, by tlio suBi'agcs of his friends and 
tlie providence of God, ho could never hope to be popular 
with the visionary, with tliosc whose watchword in every 
thiug is "progress," or with those who are "ever learn- 
ing, but never able to come to a knowledge of the truth." 
In estimating the labors of Dr. Tylor as a theologian, 
these considerations should not be lost Edght of. The 
stand-point of the man should be considered. To know 
what he did, we must place ourselves in Ms position, and 
inquire what he felt required to do. Upon a candid ex- 
amination of his published sermous, reviews, and contro- 
versial essays, is it the partiality of a friend which assigns 
to Dr. Tyler a high position among the expounders and 
defenders of the cardinal doctrines of New England or- 
thodox Congregationalists? Little, it is confidently be- 
Ueved, is hazarded by the assertion, tliat as many pastors 
and laymen in the Congregational churches in New Eng- 
land will now say they agree with his system of doctrine, 
■when tlioy know what it is, as with that of any other 
writer on theology. 

As a theological writer. Dr. Tyler was a man of his age. 
His talents, acquirements, and modes of tbinking were 
peculiarly adapted to the generation of men with whom 
he was educated. Tery few writers on polemic theology 
act with undiminislied power upon a second generation. 
That is indeed a choice weapon which con be transmitted 
from fatlifr to son without blunting its edge — without 
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di mi Dishing its adaptatiou. Most .defenders of truth aot4 
for tlieir cotemporaries ; and when error assumes otha^ 
forms, aiid other questions arise, younger champions ara^V 
raised up to meet the new issues which have arisen, whOf^l 
educated with the generation then ou tlie st^e, cau adapt 
tlieir discussions to the existing wants of the church. ()£■ 
Dr. Tyler it may in truth be said, that in contending eta- J 
nestly for the faith once delivered to the saints, he " served J 
his generation faithfully." Ho studied the great quesrf 
tions in theology which arose in Ids day, and his writing* J 
upon them were elaborate, clear, and con\-incing. 

Rev. Dr. Stowe, of Audover, who sustained the relaticsi I 
of Bon-iu-law to Dr. Tyler, and was inthnatcly acquainted I 
with him for the last thirty years, is a competent witness I 
with respect to his character generally, and the theo? 1 
logical views ho inculcated and defended. 



Thbolooical 8E«i\A]tT, AsDoTEB, February 22, 1859. 
Rev. J. E. Ttler. 

Dear Brother: My recollections of Dr. Bennet Tyler 
the father whom we have bo recently lost, are all agree- 
able and cheering. He was so amialtle. so modest, so 
scrupulously upright, and, withal, so determined, so f 
less, so immovably fixed in whatever his convictions pro>l 
nounced to be right and true, that it is quite a wonder I 
sometimes to think that the lovely, good-natured man and J 
the stringent, unshrinking theologian, could bo one and I 
the same person. It was his conscientiousness that ruled 1 
both sides of his character. Naturally of a genial, g 
erous disposition, though love to God was for him the first;! 
command of the law, the second — love to man — was," 
in his estimation, like unto it : naturally of a very clear ] 
and discriminating mind, his perceptions of truth were 1 
set in a strong light, and made perfectly definite to his \ 
own understanding. 
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The New England theology, as expoanded by Edwards 
and elaborated by Dwiglit, ho understood to the minutest 
point ; tliis, to him, was the truth of God, tho substance 
of tlie Bible : he was quick to perceive tlic least departure 
from it ; and no one more skillful than lie to unravel a 
sophism, or dispel a fog Ihat wonld cover the maneuver 
of an errant polemic. It was delightful to see in his con- 
troversial essays such imperturbable good humor united 
with 80 much acutcness. Mid lio was true to the last ; 
amid all temptations he still stood on his own ground. 
Of bis early associates some swerved to the right hand 
and some to tho left, and many of them struck him a 
blow as they stepped out ; but this never turned him 
aside : he walked on steadily in tlie same old path to the 
very end. 

As a practical theologian, a guide of inquiring souls, 
an Bwakeucr of the careless, lie was, in liis best days, un- 
surpassed. His metaphysics may die with the controver- 
sies which called them forth ; but the souls which ho has 
saved will live forever, to be Ms crown of rejoicing in the 
world of blessedness. 

Of my more intimate and tender relations to him and 
his family I may not here speak ; but the rememhranco 
of them lives in my inmost heart, and they constituto a 
tie between my soul and tho invisible world wliich is 
drawing closer and closer every year of my life. 

I shall welcome with joy the Memoir and Discourses 
whenever they appear. 

Very affectionately yours, 

C. E. Stowi, 



The following catalogue of Dr. Tyler's works published 
during his ministry will show upon what subjects he wa» 
accustomed to employ Ids pen. 
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A Missionary Sermon, preached at LitcUicld before a For* | 
eign Missionary Society: 1813. 

A Sermon on the Doctrine of the Saints' Perseverance : 1817. 1 
Republished by the Congregational Board of Publication. 

A Vindication of said Sermon, in Reply to Messrs. Reyn« I 
and Thorp : 1818. 

General Reasons for Believing the Doctrines of Grace. 
Tract. 

A Serious Call by a Consistent Churchman. Ironical Tract. ] 

A Comment on John lit. 5. 

The Intercession of the Spirit. 

Wandering Thoughts in Prayer. 

Review of a book entitled Methodist Error. ChriBtian Spec- I 
tator: 1819-20. 

A Missionary Sermon: 1832. 

A Sermon on Human and Divine Agency. National Preach- 
er : 1832, 

A Sermon preached before the Governor and Legislature off 
New Hampshire: 1824. 

A Sermon preached at the OrdinatJon of Rev, John Rich-1 
ards, Woodstock, Vermont; 1827. 

A Sermon on a Free Salvation. National Preacher: 1828. ' 

Strictures on the Review of Dr. Spring's Dissertation on th« 1 
Means of Regeneration: 1829. 

A Vindication of said Strictiirea in Reply to Dr. Taylor: J 
1830. 

A Sermon in the National Preacher on Persuasives to Im- J 
mediate Repentance: 1830. 

Three articles on the Now Haven Controversy, in the Spirit 1 
of the Pilgrims, Vols, V. and VI. : 1832-3, 

An Inaugural Address ; 1834. 

An Appeal to the Public in Behalf of the Theological In- I 
stitute of Connecticut: 1834. 

History of the New Haven Theology, in Letters to a Cler- 
gyman: 1837. 

A Review of Day on the Will ; 1837. 
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A Sermon on the Death of President HaniBon ; 1841. 

Memoir of Rev. Asahel Nettlelon, D. D. : 1844. 

Baptismal Regeneration, and Miracles : — articles in the New 
Engkndcr: 1844. 

Nettleton'8 Remains: 1845. 

A Treatise on the Sufferings of Christ : 1845. 

A Treatise on New England Revivals : 1846. 

Two Series of Letters to Dr. Horace Buslmell on Christian 
Nurture: 1847-8. 

Familiar Letters on the Doctrine of Docroea : Connecticut 
Magazine. 

An article on the Original Character of Man. Panoplist : 
1849. 

A Sennoa on the Worth of the Soul, preached at the Ordi- 
nation of Rev. Joseph D. Strong, 

A Sermon on Ability and Inability: 1854. 

A Letter to Dr. Harvey in Defense of said Sermon : 185S. 

A Farewell Address to the Alumni of the Seminary on resign* 
ing the Presidency : 1857. 

He wrote much, also, for the Christian Sentinel ; and 
he contributed more or less to the rehgious periodical 
literature of New England during his entire ministerial 
life. 



CHAPTER VIII. 



DH. TYLEa AS A THEOLOGICAL TEACHER. 



As a teacher of theology to candidates for the miuistry, 
Dr. Tyler was a model in the general principles, aims, and 
. Bpirit of his work. His instruction was eminently bibli- 
cal. The word of tlie all-wise, sovereign, and holy God, 
candidly interpreted, was the basis of all the doctrines ha i 
taught, of all the duties he inculcated. Ho impressed ] 
upon his class the duty, the privilege, and the joy of bow- 
ing implicitly to " Tims saith the Lord." This he regarded 
as the highest philosophy to a well-disciplined mind, and 
a heart " reconciled to God." Tliough he honored criti- 
cal exegesis, he never suspended a doctrinal truth upoa_ I 
a Greek particle of doubtful interpretation ; or read into 
a text the meaning which his philosophy demanded ; or ] 
pressed out of it, by the "thumb-screw" process of critic j 
cism, the meaning most available for the refutation of a ' 
troublesome opponent. Believing that " all Scripture is 
given by inspiration of God," he honored it aU, as " profit- 
able for doctrine;" and regarding Scripture to be tha 
"meaning of Scripture," by a careful comparison of one' 
part of the Bible with another, he endeavored to fiudj 
"what is the mind of the Spirit." 

Upon this broad and firm foundation. Dr. Tyler believed 
that the most learned and profound theologians, and the 
most liurahlo and unlcltcred laymen, must alike stand. 
While he expressed great confidence in his positive state- 
ments of all the loading doctrines of his system, it was not' 
his practice to deny tliat difficulties exist in theology. He . 
C116) 
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believed there are depths in the moral system of the uni- 
Tcrse, " where all our thoughts are drowned." When he 
had no scriptural authority for a positive Btatoment, he 
would say with Edwards, " I liumbly conceive." In those 
deep matters pertaining to God and the soul of man, he 
did not refuse to reason, or suggest hypotheses, which 
might relieve a subject ; but when he .camo to the last 
issue, he met difficulties of fact or of speculation by faith 
in God, who, he believed, had made so much plain to evca 
the meanest capacity, that what can not be fully compre- 
hended by the wisest, can safely be received upon tlie 
word of God alone. He expected hereafter, in the world 
of perfect light, a clearer and broader view of truth, 
" Theology," he used to say, " is a triangle — an angle is 
toward us; as we advance, the area of vision grows wider 
and wider." In his professional chair. Dr. Tyler was 
remarkably candid and conrtcoua toward all, wliether 
among the living or the departed, whose views differed 
from his. He never attociced them with " coals of juni- 
per." Sneers and sarcasms were weapons which he dis- 
dauied to use. Living authors, with whom ho dis^reed 
in opinion, were very seldom referred to by name in his 
lecture room, and never did he speak of them disrespect- 
fully. He loved truth, not victory. He dealt with princi- 
ples, not with men. 

Students of other denominations heard his course of 
lectures without having their feelings wounded ; and if 
his arguments did not convince them, they left the semi- 
nary with respect and love for their teacher in tlieology. 
Upon this class of students — and it was seldom that some 
were not under his care — it is believed that he uniformly 
made a favorable impression, both in respect to himself 
and the theological system which he taught. 

Dr. Tyler's method of teaching theology was adapted 
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to fix in the student's mind some prominent points of] 
every doctrine discussed. At the close of each lecture 
he gave out the subject for the nest, with references to 
the Btaudard writers upon the specific topic to be investi- 
gated. Upon tliis topic, every student in the class was 
expected to prepare a thesis, after having read his Bible^ j 
and some of tbo be^t authors for and against the vicir 
generally deemed orthodox. These theses, as far as time I 
would permit, were first read to the professor and thai 
class by their respective authors ; then followed the leo- J 
ture of the professor upon tlio same subject ; then objec 
tions to the doctrine of the lecture wcro called for, aad.'l 
explanations given, in a free and familiar manner. This^ 
was education — a drawing out from the student's mind, 
and not merely a pouring in of thought. The effect of 
this mode of teaching theology, when faitlifully carried out 
by the scholar, was most happy. This previous reading 
and reflection prepared him to hear the lecture with the 
highest profit. It encouraged independent thought ; for 
the student had two or three days to investigate evOTjr J 
topic for himself, before he knew the views of his pro-a 
fessor. TliQ lecture then came as a timely review of the ] 
topic under discussion. By thus writing carefully upon 
iho subject of each lecture, the student better understood 
his own views ; for, said a great man, " I always write 
upon a subject which I wish thoroughly to underetand." 
Writing compelled the student to think definitely; and 
these theses upon the great outlines of biblical trutli, cor- 
rected and enlarged, after hearing the lectures and dis- 
cussions which followed, contained basis principles and 
seminal thoughts that must remain fixed in the student's 
mind for life. The good effects of this mode of teaching 
were seen in the examination of Dr. Tyler's pupils for 
license, by the various associations in Connecticut and 
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Uaesachusetts. Pastors wlio had no special sympathy 
with Dr. Tyler's views, and no relation to the seniiiiary 
over which he presided, have often been heard to express 
their gratification on licaring his pupils make their clear 
and (leliiiitc statements of doctrinal belief. 

Before his class, Dr. Tyler was never impatient, over- 
bearing, or dogmatic. At the close of every lecture he 
called for objections. Many will remember how calmly 
he p\it the ends of his fingers together before him, and 
awaited attacks from any quarter. Every student was 
encouraged to state freely any objections which he had, or 
wliich be thouglit others might raise against any proposi- 
tion or argument advanced. However trivial or irrele- 
vant any thing offered might be, it was always treated 
• with attention and candor. Whatever erroneous doctrines 
students might express and advocate, they were coolly 
weighed. No young man was " made an offender for a 
word." No one was deemed a heretic because ho urged 
objections against tho doctrine of the lecture. Dr. Tyler 
was remarkably liberal in this respect. He could bear to 
have young men differ from him. He had great con- 
fidence that truth, when thoroughly studied by the sancti- 
fied mind, would win its way to conviction. He was 
always ready to believe that more reflection would remove 
the student's objections, and modify his hastily formed 
opinions ; and, especially, that the practical work of the 
ministry, tho " cure of souls," by tho blessing of the 
enlightening Spirit, would correct those aberrations from 
truth, to which some young, ardent, and inquiring minds 
are exposed. It is a matter of devout thankfulness, that 
eo very few whom lie instructed have foiled to teach " the 
things which become sound doctrine." This venerable 
father in Israel might say, "I have no greater joy thau 
to hear that my children walk in truth." 
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Though Dr. Tyler was always popular with his classes, 
lie had a difficult position to maiiitaiiL with credit Ijefore 
young men. He did not come to them as the discoverer 
of new truth ; he did not even profess to teach a system 
improved from that long known in Now England. Ha 
Bought for the "old paths." He never tlirew out in his 
lecture room startling pai-adoxes. He did not encourage 
youjig men to launch forth into bold speculations. His 
system was carefully hedged with ultimate truths. He 
presented uo extreme views of doctrine. This course he 
believed was right — safest for the church — for the 
highest honor of God. He was aware that young men, 
when studying theology, are very prone to go beyond 
their teachers in the direction in which they ai-e stai'ted 
by the leading principles taught them. Tho ardor of the 
young student will make lilm more consorvativo than liia 
conKorvativo professor. The teacher of radical tendencies 
finds it extremely difficult to rein in his class at what he 
regai-ds the limits of truth. The Calvinism of the ju- 
dicious teacher will not satisfy the young and ardent 
disciple of the " Genevan creed," The guards set up by 
tlie moderate Arminian to protect his statements of truth, 
will he thought by many of his students to he little better 
than proofs of timidity, or expedients of policy. Young 
men, at the age when most study theology, with the 
degree of experience and mental discipline generally 
possessed at that period of life, love a dashing leader, , 
who courses over the arena with loosened rein ; and then i 
they wUl outstrip him, when fairly put upon the track. 
Dr. Tyler was no such leader. He believed that a regard 
for truth, and for the welfare of the church, required that 
a theological professor should be cautious and discrim- 
inating in his positions, and should hold and teach a well- 
balanced and symmetrical system. He believed in true 
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" comprchensiTeness " iii the lecture room. In tlie course 
of a Iree discussion upon some controverted point, a stu- 
dent once asked him if a certain view wliich he held, and 
which the doctor deemed erroneous, was not erring on 
the " safe side," " It is not safe to err on either side," 
was the prompt reply. With tliese ricws of duty in his 
professional chair, Dr. Tyler could say notlitng lor c&ect. 
He could awaken interest by no promises of new revelar 
tions of truth. That he overcame these difficulties in Ms 
position, so as to be a popular teacher of theology for 
twenty-four years, even with many who came to the sem- 
inary deeply prejudiced against him, must bo regarded 
as complimentary to his talents. Whether his views of 
professional duty were right, Is referred to the " sound 
mind " of the church. 

Another characteristic of Dr. Tyler as a teacher of 
theology should he nollccd. He aimed to act upon the 
mirtd of each student so as to do him the most good pos- 
sible. With a love literally without partiality, lie labored 
to develop the ordinary mind with as much assiduity as 
ho bestowed upon the most gifted. Richter once said of 
himself, " Of one thing I am certain, I have made as 
much of myself as could be made of the stuff, and no 
man nhould require more." This might Dr. Tyler say of 
each student under his instruction. 

But what gave Dr. Tyler peculiar power in the lecture 
room, was the impresmon made by him that Poripturo 
truth deeply affected his own heart. None cnuld doubt 
tliat he most firmly believed what he was teaching. It 
was evident to all that he loved the doctrines of grace, 
and felt their power. To his "reasoning out of the 
Scriptiires," the affections of his heart responded. His 
lectures, therefore, were not cold intellectual dismssions, 
but were intimately connected with his own Cliristian 
11 
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experience. There is a power in goodness, in personall 
Christian character, wliich is superior to the power of J 
mere greatness. This it was in Dr. Tyler's teaching 
which impressed truth upon his students, brought it home 
to their moral feelings, by that law which demands thai 
he be moved by truth in that part of his nature which hv i 
would move in others by the same truth. 

The following letter from an aliiuums of tlio seminary, 
it is believed, expresses views and feelings to which the 
great body of Dr. Tyler's students will most cheerfiilly 
subscribe : — 

VfiLhUtM CoLLBcn, NovnnbeT IG, 18SB. 

Rev, and dear Sir : I am very much gratified to leam I 
that you are preparing a short Memoir of Dr. Tyler, f 
The lives of such men are a legacy to the church, and a I 
record of their labors may prove a blessing long after they * 
have themselves passed away. I am sure that a Memoir 
of Dr. Tyler will be welcomed by all those who have lis- 
tened to his instructions from the pulpit or in the lecture 
room. His students could never fail to love him, whether 
they agreed with him in doctruie or not. Dr. Tyler was 
clear and decided in his \-iewB, zealous for the truUi, and 
therefore always ready to take uj) his pen in defense (tf. J 
what he considered sound doctrine. As he was decided I 
in his views, he was decided also in his mode of ex- 1 
pression ; and very few men have been more misun- 1 
dcrstood than he by those who knew him only by his I 
controverBial writings. He had nothing of austerity, hut 
all around him was sunshine. No man more completely 
separated men from their doctrines. No bitter or un- 
charitable word escaped liun toward those who differed 
from himself, though he attacked their doctrines with an 
earnestness and keenness which were often mistaken, 
by those unacquainted with him, for manifestations of per^ 
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Bonal feeling. It is, however, in the study, by the fire- 
side, and io private conversation, tliat ve have tlie truest 
exhibitions of his real character and feelings. In all the 
intercourse which I was privileged to have witli Dr. Tyler 
in various relations, and sometimes under circumstances 
of peculiar trial to himself, I can not remember a word or 
an act that manifested any thing but kindness, Christian 
humility, and self-fiacrilice when the general good re- 
quired it. His peculiar strongtli was in the heart and 
the affections. These were made prominent in liis sys- 
tematic theology ; but more tlian tliis, they were his 
life- As a teacher, bis instructions were clear, never to 
be mistaken. He had the faculty of presenting abstruse 
subjects, in the ])ulpit or lecture room, in a manner so 
clear that he never failed to interest. 

But every lecture came with an carneBtnoss from his 
lips that kept the gos])el of Christ above all philosophical 
speculations or mere theological controversies. 

For us, who are away from the seminary, it seems bard 
to realize that Dr. Tyler is gone. And to many of us, I 
know, his presence will almost be felt upon that ground. 
His kind words, bis cordial greetings, bis patient labor for 
oar good, and quick sympathy in every trial, will, 1 doubt 
not, bo recalled by every student who has been under 
his care. The close of every letter, *' Affectiouatcly 
yours," they knew to be no mere formal salutation. His 
words of counsel will still be cherished, and bis Christian 
character, so child-like and joyous, so free from vanity and 
complaining, can never lose its influence. I trust the 
Memoir yon are preparing, will serve to bring that char- 
acter more distinctly before us who have known him, and 
present it in its true light to those who may have misun- 
derstood it from the position he has often occupied as a 
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controversialist. I am happy to add this slight tribute to 
one to whom I am indebted for so much instruction, 
Christian counsel, and cordial friendship. 

Most truly yours, 

P. A. Chadboxtbnb. 

Bbt. NAEinc Oals, D. D. 
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CHAPTER IX. 
DR. TYLER AS A PREACHER OF THE GOSPEL. 

Dr. Tyler was a proacber of the gospel for half a. cen- 
tury. Though a professor of theology tweuty-four years, 
he was, during most of this period, pastor of the church 
connected with tlie seraiuary, and preached either there 
or abroad a largo part of the time. Ho loved to preach. 
He was ever ready to help a brother, or to supply a vacant 
pulpit. Even in vacation, when the people around the 
seminary had no claim upon him, ho would volunteer to 
siistaiu the regular Sabbath services. 

When a young man, Dr. Tyler stood in the first rank of 
popular preachers in Connecticut. At Dartmouth Col- 
lege, such was his reputation in the pulpit, that he was 
called to succeed Dr. Payson, at Portland, without preach- 
ing to the people a single sermon previous to the call. 
How he met the expectations of tho Portland church, has 
already been noticed. It was during this pastorate, about 
tlie year 1830, that the writer of these pages first lieard 
Dr. Tyler preach, in the Central Church, Worcester, Mass. 
Tlie writer was then a young man, devotedly attached to 
a very youthful pastor : he had a decided taste for preach- 
ing adorned with the varied flowers of rhetoric, and 
sparkling with poetic imagery. Ho saw a stranger enter 
the pulpit, and from liis appearance and the manner of 
conducting the services preceding the sermon, he was led 
to hope for little that day except the solid and tlic safe, 
which he had been accustomed to associate with silvery hair 
and the dignified steps of tho " past meridian " preaclier. 
11 • (iM) 
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It was a time of hopeful indications of the special pres- I 
once of the Holy Spirit ; and wlieii the text was aiiiiouiicod 
in clear, full tones, " Is the Lord among us, or not ? 
was deeply impressed upon the mind. The sermon, d&- < 
livered from hrief notes, was plain, direct, earnest, and 
searching. It made a very deep impression upon the 
church, for whom it seemed to have been choseu with 
striking adaptation to their wants just at that time. In 
the afternoon followed a sermon from the text, " For I 
what shall it profit a man, if he shall gain the whole 
world, and lose his own soul?" It seemed as if thia I 
direct question, of most fearful moment, was put person-" I 
oily to the gayest and most worldly in the bouse. That 
sermon was "written with a pen of iron, and with the 
point of a diamond," upon a memory treacherous of facts 
and details. Going home from the evening service, the 
young liearer and the aged deacon, formerly from Port- i 
land, walking together, " compared notes " of that day** 
preacliing ; and it would have been a difficult task for a 
third person to have decided which most admired the 
preacher, or was most affected by his two discourses. 
Some thirteen years passed away, and that young man 
met the preacher as liis teacher in theology ; and the 
thoughts soon flew back to that morning in church when 
ho heard the startling question, "Is the Lord among us, 
or not ? " Almost two decades of years have since rushed I 
past, n'ith all their multitudinous and exciting incidenta,- 
tlieir toils, and sorrows, and joys, and the events of one 
year liavo overlaid in the memory, or effaced from itB 
tablet, their predecessors; yet that inquiry, so awfully sol- 
emn, of that afternoon sermon, " What shall it profit ? " 
seems as if made to-day. Tliat majestic form is full ip 
view. Those searching eyes now speak the earnest soiil. 
Those deep and solemn tones of voice, in reasoning, illus- 
tration, and appeal, are still beard. 
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Dr. Tyler in the pulpit was no rliotorician. Ho made 
no theatrical display. His sermon had very little orna- 
ment of any kiud. He was " mighty in the Scriptures," 
and " out of the Scriptures " he " reasoned," He had 
DO eccentricities of style or of manner to attract attention. 
All was serious, digiiiRed, and in good taste. His com- 
manding figure ; his heavy, smooth, base voice; his terse, 
transparent style ; liis lucid arrangement of cogent argu- 
ments ; his apt Scripture quotations ; his deep earnestness 
of soul ; his manifest sincerity ; his direct application of 
truth to tlio conscience ; his short, fervent appeal to the 
awakened sensibilities ; and his abihty always to stop when 
he had finished a sermon, — enabled hira to preacli with 
acceptance and effect to all classes. It is a little remark- 
able that he preached with popular favor, and with marked 
success, to three different congregations very dissimilar in 
their tastes and habits of thinking. The " commou peo- 
ple," plain farmers in the rural parish of South Britain, 
"heard hira gladly;" the more fastidious city audiences 
at Portland received him as tlio successor to tlie eloquent 
Payson, and sat under his preaching with unabated satis- 
faction for six years ; and tlio students of Dartmouth, 
perhaps the most difficult class of hearers to interest and 
profit by pulpit discourse, heard him witliout a rival for 
their favor. Nor were his popularity and usefulness of 
short continuance. As a preacher, he acted upon the 
generation follawing the one with whom lie was educated, 
uritli almost as much effect as npon his cotemporaries. 
The clear, direct style and popular cast of his sermons, 
with his liold and energetic delivery of them, enabled him 
to proloni; tils popularity both willi tlio educated aud the 
common mind. To adapt one's self to tho second gener- 
ation of ln?!irers is a task in wliich many able men fail. 
Few cari-y pulpit efficiency through the second quarter of 
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a century from tlio time of their ordination. None btfl 
minds happily adapted to tliis kind of ministerial labori ' 
and Iiearts with -warm, gushing aiTocUons, can inter- 
est and edify the young, as well as the old, through a 
ministry of fdty years. That Dr. Tyler did this to so 
groat an extent, proves that, as an " ambassador for 
Christ," ho was a " workman that needed not to be 
ashamed. " 

One of Dr. Tyler's most successful pulpit efibrts i 
made in the early part of his ministry. Rev. J. A. M*J 
Kinstry has furnished an account of it, which is given ii 
his own words. 

" At the formation of the Litclifield County Forcigiil 
Missionary Society, Rev. Azel Baekns, D. D., of Both 
lehcm, was appointed to preach at its first anniversarj^J 
and Rev. Bennet Tyler was appointed substitute. Pr&- 
vious to the time for fulfilling the appointment, Dr. 
Backus was called to the presidency of Hamilton College ; 
and thus devolved upon this youthful pastor the duty of 
appearing before an assembly, consisting not only of the 
ministry of the county, and its most honored jurists and 
civilians, — such men as Hon. Tapping Rocvo and His 
ExeoUency John Cotton Smith, — but also in the placo of 
Dr. Backiis, to whom all eyes were turned. It was also a 
time of trembling, and, with some, of dospondeucy. Our 
missionaries had found difficulty in gaining foothold is J 
India, and tiie English Baptist mission had experienced a J 
most fearful reverse in the burning of their press Am 
Serampore, 

" With all eyes turned upon him, with feelings of 6 
appointment on the part of not a few drawn together b^l 
the honored name of Backus, Mr. Tyler arose and t 
nounced as liis text, 'For ye have need of patience, that,,! 
after yo have done the will of God, ye might receive thBl 
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' No sooner,' said a disappointed, but never- 
theless gratified liearcr, ' liad the yoiing preaclicr fairly 
opened hia discourse, than I lost every feeling of sadness ; 
and, as I was carried along and lifted up, it seemed as if 
every ground of discouragement was taken away. Never, 
never shall I forget that sermon of tho youtliful Bennet 
Tyler.' " 

In a report of tlie meeting, published March 4, 1814, 
tho secretary, James Morris, Esq., says, — 

*' An appropriate and animated sermon was delivered 
on the occasion by tlie Rev, Bennet Tyler, from Heb. 
X. 36. Tlie clergy and many of the most respectable 
civilians from the various towns were present. The 
assembly was very large, and I may truly say I have 
never witnessed such a collection of people, who, in their 
appearance, manifested so deep an interest, and so much 
complacency. Nor was the appearance deceitful, for, at 
the close of the meeting, it was a common exclamation, 
'We have never seen such a day as this!' The mission- 
ary zeal it has kindled will, I trust, pervade the country, 
and awaken new importunity in prayer for an increase of 
Clu'istian liberality. Tliis sermon was published and 
widely circulated." 

The letter which follows relates to the period referred 
to by Rev. Dr. Smith, in a former chapter of this. 
Memoir. 

FircHHtiEO, November 24. I8S8. 
Rb», N. G*tB, D. D. 

My dear Brother : I sometimes had the pleasure to 
hear the late Dr. Tyler preach, when in tho full vigor of 
life; and I was always distinctly impressed with his 
king's English — direct, manly, and " clear as crystaL" 

He used our language as " not abusing it," and those 
glorious translators of old, imder James I., who " stood 
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on Mount Zion and carried up tho language," would not 
have been ashamed of such a disciple. 

His sermons were so devoid of glittering epithets and 
verbiage, so easy and natural, that the hearer was prone 
to suppose that ho could write and preach with equal 
ability, and hence with the multitude, I presume, Dr. 
Tyler was never a popular preacher, in tho vulgar sense. 

Wlicn Dr. Tyler was president of Dartmouth College, 
I somewhere met with a Scotchman, who attached a 
factitious importance to office, and supposed a preacher 
who stood on such a piimacle must overawe by liia 
greatness at once. 

Animated with such notions, he traveled many miles 
to hear the doctor preach ; and this is his account of the 
matter ; — 

"The doctor read his test, made an introduction, and 
stated his subject ; and I said to myself, ' I can do as well 
as that,' 

" He then divided his subject, and argued each division 
as it came up ; and I said to myself, ' I can do as well as 
that.' 

" Ho then drew inference after inference from his dis- 
course ; and aa he finished one after another, I said to 
myself, ' I can do as well as that.' 

" Ho tlien put on the finall;/, shut up the Bible, and I 
said to myself, ' I can't do as well as that.' " 

This binder, this cap-stone, revealed to my Scotch 
friend the contour and unadorned majesty of the struc- 
ture, and he exclaimed, " It was a grand discourse ! " I 
ascribe this to simple eloquence, and express the wish 
that, as preachers of tho " glorious gospel," we all might 
have more of it. 

Yours, very iraternally, 

George Trask. 
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The letter below, addressed to Rev, J. E. Tyler, Is from 
Rev. Dr. Folsoiu, professor in the Theological Semiiiaiy, 
HeadvUle, Pa. It will show how Dr. Tyler is remem- 
bered by a student who did not fully agree with his 
teacher in theological views. The vividness of Dr. Fol- 
som's impressions, thirty years after he left college, will 
also show the power of this " master in Israel," when he 
preached the great truths of Calvinism, in " days of re- 
freshing." That part of the letter relating to Mrs. Eliza 
Tyler Htowo will be read by all who had tlio happiness of 
hor acquaintance, as a beautiful and touching tribute to 
the memory of the " sweet harmonist." Thougli all tlie 
letter is not pertinent to an estimate of Dr. Tyler as a 
preacher, yet, such being its mam scope, it is inserted in 
this connection. 

Meadtllle, Fa.. Imuaij 3. 1859. 

My dear Sir : From the year 1824, when I entered col- 
lege, until the opening of the memorable year 1826, my 
recollection of your father does not bring him distinctly 
before me except in his study, where I occasionally saw 
him, and at daily prayers in the chapel, where, especially 
in winter, wrapped in his cloak, and with the open Bible 
before him, he was always the first object to meet the 
student's eye. 

I do not remember that he often preached, but I 
bad become attracted by his benignant countenance ; I 
had learned to appreciate and to love bis goodness and 
simplicity of character. Wlien, at the close of the winter 
vacation of 1825-6, 1 returned from a scliool which I bad 
been teaching, I found myself in a new atmosphere. 
Tlicre bad been a special preparation for a revival of reli- 
gion. And it was a remarkable fact that many, myself 
included, had, during that time, away from college, felt 
a deep sense of spiritual need, and that, too, iu places 
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where tliero was no unusual manifestation of religioitfl 
feeling, and where wo heard nothing of events occup- 
ring at Dartmouth, The first sermon which came from 
your father, on my return, fell upon a heart already some- 
what prepared for it, Tlierc was soon apparent, uuder 
almost his sole preaching, a deeper and more earnest and 
more prevalent religious interest, both among the students 
and among tlie people of the village, tlian 1 had ever witr 
nessed before, or have witnessed Kinec. The fruits of the 
revival were mostly permanent. As I take up the cat- 
alogue and road the names of students tlicn in college, I 
recognize names now in the ministry, or engaged in semi- 
naries of learning, wlio then for the first time entertained 
tlie Christian hope. Others, in the other pi-ofessions, then 
formed new and liigher purposes of life, and their career 
has been manly, eminent, and, it seems to me. Christian. 
A few have been called away by au early deatli, who gave 
promise of nohle lives. 

Your father, in the pulpit, seemed " tho legate of the 
skies," Hia prayers were simple and fcn'ent ; his ser- 
mons plain, doctrinal, and pungent in their application ; 
his manner natural, and, I do not hesitate to declare, 
unsurpassed at that time by any preacher whom I have 
ever heard. But it was when he tooli his place, at the 
third service, in the elder's seat hencath the pulpit, that 
he spoke with his greatest freedom. Standing there, with 
his finger in a small, uplifted, well-worn Bible, with eye 
dilating as his thoughts burst on him, — a peculiarity of 
his most earnest moods in the pulpit also, — with hia 
largo, manly form in its full liiglit and breadth, and with 
easy and striking gostnro, lie made a deep impression on 
his many hearers. Often has his image stood before mc, 
as he uttered in liis noblest mamier some single passage 
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like the following from Dr. Toimg, illustrating the safety 
and peace of the Christian : — 



And yet it was not the talk, " How ably he preaches ! " 
Your father made tlie trutlis and doctrines ho preached 
more prominent tlian himself in his best efforts. 

His favorite topics were the exceeding sinfulness of ein, 
tlie holiness of the divine law and its just condemnation 
of tlie sinner, the absolute need of regeneration, the 
divine sovereignty, the frccncss of the offers of the gos- 
pel, the necessity of unconditional surrender to God. I 
could not tlien accept, I have never been able to accept, 
bis views of the sovereignty of God. But he did this for 
me ; he stamped the idea of divine sovereignty incifaco- 
ably on my mind, differ though I might from him in my 
conceptions of it. He did more — he brought me to the 
resolution where I had so often wavered, that come what 
might in tins life, and perish or not perish ui the next, 
God's commands were reasonable, and I would begin to 
obey them. He encouraged a subsequent hope ; he aided 
me greatly by Ida counsel ; and if tliere be in me any of 
the genuine elements of Christian faith, and hope, and 
love, there is no man to whom I am so much indebted for 
their attainment as to your father. 

Tour fatlier was, I suppose, what is called "Ho])kin- 
sian " in hia views of Christian truth. Wliatcver may be 
sEud of the severity of such views, or of their influence 
npon eliaracter, it has been my privilege again and again 
to bear witness to their union witli beautiful manifesta- 
tions of the spirit of Christianity in such men as your 
fiilbcr ; and to maintain that among the liigh Calvinists 
of New England, both men and women, there have been 
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exhibited as high a standard of Christian excellence, ; 
as Christrlike a life, as I have ever seen any where 
and ill any denomination of believers. In his most for"! 
midable statements of doctT'ine, I can not say tliat he* 
repelled, though certainly he startled ine. For at the 
basis of all there was his conriction, and his expression of 
it, that God, tliougli a sovereign, docs only that which is 
RIGHT — that which is just and good. How he used to 
insist on this ! Once, when he had preached a sermon 
from the text, " Is it not lawful for me to do what I will 
with my own ? Is thine eye eWl because I am good ? " 
I came trembling out of the house, and my emotions v 
the more stirred as Dr. Muzzy remarked to me, " Wei 

P , if we can not receive that doctrine, I think i 

ought to look well to the foundation of our hopes ! " 
could not receive it. But as I passed across tlie Coi 
mon, it occurred to mo that I was but a child in faitJl,.! 
and I would put the doctrine aside until I was bett^l 
able to examine it. I think that the undertone of your J 
father's preaching, after all, led to that resolution. Ceiv 1 
tainly he approved of it. Certainly, also, the wliole cup'l 
rent of his preaching tended to prepare and help t 
mind to receive with absolute conviction whatever i 
satisfactorily shown to be truth. 

From tlie year my class graduated, when he also i 
signed, I did not meet him until the year 1854, when 1 1 
saw liim at Dartmouth at commencement. He wore the ■ 
same benignant expression of countenance as when I 
knew him m my youth. We spoke of the past — of your 
eldest sister, with whom I became early acquainted, and 
who, after her marriage, came with her husband to Wal- 
nut Hills, and formed a family with ray own there, and 
poured into our cup of life some of its purest .joys. Her 
voice had become sweeter and more copious than when it 
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used to thrill oiid inspire us go within the walls of the 
lai^ old cliurcli at Dartmouth. Your sister's voice be- 
came, like her spiritual nature, refiued tlu-ough suffering. 
After dajB of weakness and silence in her chamber, a 
prelude on her guitar was the first signal that she was 
amending, and soon would follow that voice of hers in 
strains sweet as I could imagine angels use, and some- 
times of overwlielming pathos. Your father said tliat 
some friends, wlio had heai'd Jemiy Liud, having re- 
marked that tlic singing of tlie latter reminded them very 
much of liis daugliter's, he went to hoar her ; but, added 
he, " My daughter's voice seemed the more warl»ling and 
sweeter of the two." I told him I could well believe it to 
be BO. 

He seemed to be fresh and cheerful, though he spoke 
of his growing old ; and I was not prepared at the time 
for the amiounccment of his death. Ho lives and will 
live in many hearts that unfeignedly broatlie the wish to 
be counted worthy to meet him again in a better world. 
I am very truly and fraternally yours, 

Nathaniel S. Folsom. 
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DR. TYIER A8 A MAN, AND A CHRISTIAN. 

Dn. Tyler had some prominent traits of character which 
can scarcely fiiil to give a mau success iu any professioii. 
Tliese traits were simplicity, good coinmoii sense, energy, 
self-control, and hopefulness. 

His simplicity of character was truly wonderful. Of I 
"cunning craftiness" he knew absolutely nothing; of 1 
" wiles " he was indeed " inexpert." He never studied | 
to accomplish an end by wily management, by wire- 
pulling witli friends, or checkmating of opponents. It 
was remarked at his funeral by his associate in office for 
twenty-four years, " Behold an Israelite, indeed, in whom 
18 no guile." So prominent in him was this character- 
istic, tliat he was tlie farthest from suspecting the hon- 
esty of others. To him might be applied the words of | 
Milton,— 

" Though "Wisdom wako. Suspicion fleeps 
At Wisdom's gnte, and to Simplicity 
Koaigna her charge, while Ooodncsa thinlu no ill 
AVhere no iU Keaa." | 

While this simplicity of character may have sometimes 
given others a temporary advantage over him, and some- ' 
times, no doubt, led him to lay himself open unguard- 
edly to a keen and wily opponent, yet there was great 
power in this freedom from even the suspicion of guile. 
It inspired men with whom ho acted with implicit con- 
fidence in the honesty of his purposes, and in the upright- 
ness of the means to be employed for their attainment. 

(136) 
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No man was afraid of being caught, of being betrayed, of 
being unfairly dealt with, by one so guileless. " Honest 
Bonnet Tyler!" exclaims Dr. Brace, after an acquaint- 
ance of fifty-eiglit years. 

Dr. Tyler was remarkable for his good common sense. 
It can not be said that his miud was either telescopic or 
microscopic. He did not soar into regions of bold hypoth- 
esis with Chalmers, nor did he with Edwards dissect a 
subject before hia miud, so as to sec it in oil its minute 
dirisions, in its last analysis. His view was the clear, 
natural sight. He grasped a subject strongly in its prom- 
inent characteristics and its chief relations. The argu- 
ments which persuaded him of the truth of any proposi- 
UoD, were not of that subtle nature which only seem 
conclusive while one is presenting them, and affect only 
minds of a peculiar construction ; they were those which 
arc obvious to sound-minded men generally. Arguments 
which convinced him, he could use to convince other 
minds. He dealt with all subjects as they appear to the 
mass of the intelligent and honest minded. His appeals 
were to the common sense and common conscience of man. 
Now, it would be easy to show that there are elements of 
great power in this " spirit of wisdom and of a sound 
mind." 

This mode of argumentation is the one which furnishes, 
after all, the great basis supports for most that men be- 
lieve strongly and permanently. In practical matters it 
comes to this : If the obvious, common-sense view, taken 
by a vigorous thuiker, can not be sustained, no view can. 
Dr. Tyler's tract on the " Perseverance of the Sahits," is a 
good example of the strong common-sense grasp of his 
mind. It is in thinkers of this class that men confide. 
They are the " wise men for counsel," whose mature 
views it is seldom safe to disregard. 
12* 
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Often in debate, when others vere undecided, and i 
seemed to be getting into confusion, and talking them- j 
selves into perplexity, a few plain words from Dr. Tylor^ 
ou the groat facts of the case and their obvious bearings, 
vould put all right, and it would seem, to most at least, 
that what should be done was very plain. Ilis instruo- 
tions on pastoral duties were all tsuch as commended 
themselves to tlie good sense of students ; and their cor- 
rectuesB has been tested by the experience of many. His; , 
criticisms of sermons read in the lecture room, though nob 
rhetorically acute and analytically minute, were exceed- 
ingly valuable, because ho never failed in seeing the strong 
or weak points of the discourse, its adaptation, or want of 
adaptation, to its end. Thus it waa on all subjects that 
engaged his attention. He dealt with the pillars and 
landmarks of truth. He held a subject by a firm grasp, 
and wielded an argument effectively, because he kept 
before hi.s mind cardinal and acknowledged principles, and 
the obvious and permanent relations of a subject. 

Dr. Tyler possessed wonderful energy. Ho was earnest, 
and even enthusiastic, in the pursuit of his cherished 
plans. He formed liis purposes with cool deliberation; 
but when they were formed, ho pursued them with a most 
untiring energy. Lord Bacon says, " Generally it is good 
to commit the beginning of all great actions to Ai^us 
with bis Imndred eyes, and the ends to Briareus with hi» | 
hundred bands." Thus it seemed to Dr. Tyler. In th& 
formation of his plans he let his " moderation bo known 
unto all men." He was ever ready to ask counsel of otliers, 
and to hear and weigh all objections ; but in the execution 
of what had been determined upon, he did with his might 
what his bands found to do. Between the full conception 
of his plan of purposed action and its accomplishment, ho 
gave himself and his coadjutors no rest. Hi s unexecuted 
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plan or action was a fire in his bones. He was impatient 
of all delay. He was eager to put his shoulder to the 
work, and he did not tire till it was done — all done. 
Others might begin with zeal as ardent as his, but his per- 
severance was wonderful. It often astonished men less 
sanguine in their hopes, and less persistent in their pur- 
poses. Said one who knew him well, " Tyler never gets 
tired." 

It was tliis trait that brought men to his side as help- 
ers, and which kept them enlisted till the work in hand 
was done. Men love au energetic leader, and they will 
follow one whose word is g^gt forward. This gives doubts 
no time to weaken action ; it does not allow obstacles to 
array themselves in a phalanx to oppose success. Bacon 
has observed, that " Men of age object too much, consult 
too long, adventure too little, repent too soon, and seldom 
drive business homo to the full period, but content them- 
selves with a mediocrity of success." But it was not so 
with Dr. Tyler ; in his last years his energy of action was 
unabated, and was exemplified on the morning of the last 
day of his life. 

The self-control of Dr. Tyler was as remarkable as his 
enei^. lie never forgot himself in the heat of escite- 
ment. Ho was never unmanned by a violent outburst of 
passion. No provoking impertinence of " unreasonable 
men " could throw him off his balance. Whoever else 
might resign the helm of reason to passion, he ruled his 
spirit. At his funeral, his senior associate in the seminary, 
whose personal and official relations had been to Mm most 
intimate for twenty-four years, testified that ho never 
heard from his lips an expression of resentment or un- 
kindness, though he had seen him in circumstances of 
peculiar trial and temptation. Under the severest provo- 
cation his manly and Christian bearing showed how well 
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balanced were all his faculties and powers, and how strong 
was the principle that controlled them. His energy w 
not weakened by erratic and spasmodic action. The loco- 
motive always moved on the track, and at its greatest 
speed was under the government of a vigilant eye and 
strong arm. 

The hopefulness of Dr. Tyler was also a prominent trait 
of his character : perhaps it should be regarded as the * 
parent of his energy. Certainly it was one great cause of 
it. Men of earnestness and energy are always hopeful. 
Men who accomplish much are those who arc firmly per- 
suaded that mucli can be accomphshed. So natural was it 
to Dr. Tyler to look upon the " sunny side," that his plans 
Bomctiraos seemed to others impracticable ; yet he carried 
them forward, and soon called others to rejoice with him 
over their successful accomplishment. When he took the 
presidency of Dartmouth College, the funds of the institu- 
tion were low, and he proposed to the faculty to raise a fund 
of ten thousand dollars in aid of pious indigent students. 
AH told him it could not be done. They insisted that 
ho could not raise in Hanover more than three hundred 
dollars. With such a reception of tlic scheme by men 
who had been long on the ground, and who might reason- 
ably be supposed to know the prospects of success better 
than a stranger, most men would have given up the plan 
at once. Not so Bonnet Tyler. He wrote a subscriptioa 
paper, put one hundred dollars against bis own name, and 
soon had eighteen hundred dollars subscribed in the tcwn 
of Hanover. " It will go," said an old professor, as tha 
young president showed him the paper. It did go, rapid- 
ly too. 

In vacation, he rode over the hills of New Hampshire, 
and soon filled up the subscription to the full amount. 
He went boldly to men who were known to be bitterly 
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Opposed to the college, and, to the astonishment of his 
colleagues, they put their names to the paper with liberal 
sums. This, it will be remembered, was before the com- 
munity had become accustomed to the raising of large 
funds for colleges. It was this hopefulness, even carried 
to hoping against hope, that made Dr. Tyler almost sure 
of success, if the object sought were attainable. This 
• firm pci-suasion that the object sought could be secured, 
this steady look upon the bright side, this ignoring of all 
disheartening obstacles, this absolute refusal to be dis- 
couraged, this persistence iit the use of all honorable 
means, so long as there was the feeblest ray of hope that 
success would ever be reached, made him just the man 
to lead difficult enterprises, in which he was engaged for 
the greater part of his life. But for this hopefulness ho 
would never have gone to East Windsor Hill. But for 
this he would have sunk under the discouragements of 
his first year. 

On all questions of Christian benevolence, philanthropy, 
and reform, Dr. Tyler was with his ago — with the judi- 
cious center, rather than with the extreme right or left 
wing. While no crude or fanatical scheme for promoting 
religion, relieving the unfortunate, or reforming morals, 
ever received from him the least countenance, ho never 
stood aloof from those new ways of doing good, which 
commended themselves to his sound judgment and benev- 
olent heart. It was not in his nature to stand neutral on 
public (jnestions. He coiild not fail to commit himself 
in relation to every thing which pertained to the glory of 
tho church and the welfare of the community. His first 
published sermon was on foreign missions. He was 
early in the field doing good service for temperance ; 
practising, from the earliest stage of the reformation, total 
abstinence from all intoxicating liquors as a beverage. 
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He advocated the "Maine law" for the Euppression of I 
tippling houses. Ho believed American slavery to be aa 
evil and a wrong. Ho favored all efforts, which he 
deemed iii accordance with the gospel, for its ameliora- 
tion. He deprecated its extension over free territory, 
and desired and hoped for its final extinction in the land. 
By this happy blending in his character of the conserva- 
tive and progressive elements, he kept with the living age' 
hotter than many men of his years, so that lie pursued 
his work of " doing good," to the last, with the energy of 
youth, guided by the wisdom of experience. 

But there is one sphere of life in which Dr. Tyler re- 
markably retained the vigor and prolonged the usefulnesB 
of earlier years. As a beloved household guardian, as a 
disinterested couuselor of youth, as a welcome visitor to 
children's children, as a genial companion and faithful 
friend, he had indeed " a green old age." 

No veteran in the ministry ever kept himself in society 
better ; none was ever more welcomed by all classes in 
every walk of social life ; none ever there exerted a hap- 
pier influence. In this sphere, where it is so difficult for 
the aged to retain a position, lie might have been described 
as Homer describes the Grecian sage : — 

" Nestor the Pj-lian oiBclc, whose lips 
Dropped eloquence — the honey not »o iwect l 
Two generations past of mortals bom 
He governed, now the third." 

The piety of Dr. Tyler was of the Pauline type. Like 
Augustine, Calvin, Edwards, and those generally who 
have embiaced that system of doctrine which exalts God 
and abases man, he had a deep and abiding conviction of 
his personal sinfulness in the rfglit of tlie Holy One. This 
prepared him to lay hold of the atonement of Christ with 
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strength of faith, and to view the sovereignty of God with 
the deepest reverence. Such a reUgious experience gives 
tlie soul rest. It meets proud and flippant rationalism 
with the rebuke of the apostle, "0 man, wlio art tliou 
that rcpUest against God?" 

It prepares the soul to bow in humility before the " One 
Lawgiver." Piety, thus rooted and grounded, might be 
expected to have great uniformity ; to be governed by 
principle, rather than by impulse ; to teach the soul do- 
pendeiico upon the Iloly Spirit, contentment with the 
allotments of Providence, and cheerful gubniission to the 
will of God. At a time of perplexity, Pr, Tyler said to a 
friend, " I am past being greatly troubled. I have com- 
mitted myself to God, and wait the guidance of his hand." 
Such were tlio prominent characteristics of his piety. 
But while it proclaimed "glory to God in the liighest," 
it did not fail to breathe forth " good will to men." Ho 
showed his faith by his works. He believed in active 
efforts for the salvation of men. For this ho labored. 
ffis piety was never wanting in humanity and philanthro- 
py. It " visited the fatherless and widows in their afflic- 
tion." Its " prayers and alms " were not divorced. His 
calm, evcry-day walk by faith, and labors of love, did not 
lead him to distrust revivals of religion. For these he 
daily prayed. In them he labored with glowing zeal, for 
long periods, at different times, in his ministry. He was 
erer ready to preach " in season and out of season," when 
the special influences of the Holy Spirit seemed to be 
moving the people to hear and receive the word. Thus, 
while by him the dew of heaven was not undervalued, he 
rejoiced greatly in the copious shower. Many times, dur- 
ing his ministry, did the Lord of the harvest permit him 
to gather sheaves, in those glad seasons when a " hundred 
fold " is (rnnicred. 
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The cimractor of Dr. Tyler's piety could not fail to I» 
Been in tliose frequent seasons of domestic affliction which 
he was called to pass tlirougli, especially during tlie latter 
part of liis life. 

For many years lie was at no time long without eartlily 
Borrows, which demanded a frequent application to hLm- i 
self of his instructions to others, on resignation to the will J 
of God, as holy, just, and good. In 1834, his cldei 
daughter, Eliza, the wife of Dr. Calvin E. Stowe, died Kt'l 
Cincinnati. She was known far beyond the circle of hM 
family friends as a nightingale of song. Then followed 
the sickness of his daughter Catharine, wliicli kept her at 
the borders of the grave for four years. Yet she recov- 
ered, was married, and in loss than two short years, her J 
husband, Rev. John Goddard, finished his course on c 
This was in 1842. 

In 1849 he was called to mourn the death of his a 
William, eut down just as he had finished his medical I 
studies at Now York. In 1853 ho followed to an early! 
grave a beloved daughter-in-law, Mary, wife of Rev. John 
Ellery Tyler, and only daugliter of Hon. Eliphalet Wil- 
liams, of Northampton, Mass. Sis months after this, in 
1854, he received the sad intelligence of the death of a 
eon-in-law, Philip Greely, Esq., who died far away from 
home, in the Island of Cuba, where ho had gono on meiv 
cantile business. 

These repeated bereaveracnta, to which must bo added J 
the death of several very dear grandcliildrcn, often brou^it|iJ 
Dr. Tyler into the depths of sorrow. Yet after all HaitM 
experience of life's heavy trials, he was tlie same cheectl 
ful, hopeful, trustful man. Ho never seemed to distruat'1 
eitlicr the wisdom or the goodness of his heavenly FatheB J 
toward him or his family. Ou every leaf of proTidenoa^ 
as it was t\irned for his perusal, he read, " Look not ] 
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mournfully into tlio past : it cornea not back again. 
Wisely improve tlio present : it is tliiue. Go fortli to 
meet the shadowy future without fear, and with a manly 
heart." He heard also the apostle saying, " No man 
should be moved by these afflictions ; for yourselves know 
that we are appointed thereunto." Yea, ho heard a voice 
of sweeter and more sympathetic tones cheering him to 
calm resignation by these words : " Tlie cup which my 
Father hath given me, shall I not drink it ? " 

Tlie writer would not, by any thing he shall say, give to 
hia readers the impression that tlie subject of this Memoir 
vas free from human weaknesses and imperfections ; but 
his faults certainly were not of a prominent character, 
such as attract attention, and make an impression upon 
the community ; while as a Christian man, in the various 
relations of life. Dr. Tyler had many and great excel- 
lences, which could not escape the notice of any personal 
acquaintance. As a husband, father, neighbor, and friend, 
it is believed ho had few superiors. All who had the 
pleasure of liis acquaintance will agree that he was a 
Christian gentleman in the best sense of these expressive 
words. He was uniformly courteous, affable, genial. He 
put a stranger entirely at his ease at once. No one could 
meet him, for tlie first time, without a most happy feeling 
of safely in his presence. From his open countenance 
beamed forth "love without dissimulation." No one 
who ever met him at his door could suspect, for a mo- 
meut, the cordiality of his welcome. None could doubt 
his readiness to serve him, even at the expense of great 
personal inconvenience. He could bear with the infirmi- 
ties of others. His judgments were exceedingly cliarita- 
ble. He could " condescend to men of low estate." No 
servant ever suffered fiora his unkind word. His family 
felt no uncomfortable restraint in his presence. None 
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around liis own board feared to dissent from his views on 
any subject. He never seemed suspicious, or envious, or 
censorious. He was agreeable company for the aged, 
his cotemporaries. In hie presence the frosts of winter 
melted. At his amusing stories, an inexhaustible ftuid of 
which were ever at command, the wrinkles of age were 
emootlicd ; at his hearty laugh sadness took wing. Nor 
was he a pleasant companion for the aged only ; children 
and youth loved to bo around him. " Grandfather " 
never disturbed their innocent plays. There came from 
him no look to chill the warm current of their summer 
life. He so entered into their plans and mingled his 
sympathies with theirs, that children always bade him a 
cordial welcome to their circles, and never wished him to 
cut short his visits or his remarks. 

During the last years of his life, as, cane in band, he 
walked every day leisurely up the street, one could not 
but bo reminded of Goldsmith's good pastor. 

We are inclined to dwell longer upon these traits of 
Dr. Tyler as a Christian man, because it is believed that 
many, who have not had the privilege of his acquaintance, 
have formed a very erroneous ostimafa of liis character, 
and one which is entirely imworthy of him. It is often, 
pcHiaps generally, supposed by the community, that con- 
troversial writers on theology are " men of war," of a 
belligerent and bitter spirit — men to be feared rather 
tlian loved. Many can not see how a man can write 
against the religious opinions of another without indid- 
ging the evil passions of envy and hatred. Controversial 
writers certainly have not the reputation of being amiable 
men. When they " contend earnestly for the faith," they 
are regarded as brandishing their weapons and piercing 
tlieir opponents from selfish motives. This opinion might 
be shown to do great injustice to theological writers gen- 
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erally: in the caso of Dr. Tyler it is very far fi-om being 
true. He was the furtlicst possihlo from a imrsh, belli- 
gerent, and bitter spirit. He had a warm, kind, and lov- 
ing heart. Htiidcnts who came to the semuiary with their 
prejudicea aroused against liim, expecting to meet a stern 
man, whoso meat was tlie driest bones of dogmatics, have 
found their first lesson to be the correcting of their riews 
respecting tlieir teacher. Many have been astonished to 
find the man so different from what they expected. The 
Bamc is true wlien he went abroad to preach occasionally. 
8ome, who have gone to church expecting that he would 
"hew Agag in pieces before tlie Lord," liavc been most 
happily disappointed in hearing a plain, solemn, and im- 
pressive sermon on the claims of Christ, the sinner's duty, 
or tlie Christian's privileges. Though he felt constrained, 
in the course of his ministry, to write and publish much in 
defense of truth which lie regarded of vital importance 
to tlie purity and prosperity of the church, candid judges, 
who know the facts in the case, can never be made to 
believe that he wrote to head a party, to humble a rival, 
or to gratify a contentious spirit. He could say, "I be- 
lieved ; therefore have I spoken." And surely no man 
ever wrote so much on controversial theology in a man- 
ner less exceptional, or in a spirit more Christian. His 
controveri'ial writings did not make him misanthropic, did 
not chill the warm current of his afToctions. Through 
his whole life he moved among men with all the kindlier 
human and Christian sympathies alive in his soul. Not^ 
withstanding the position which he occtipied for many 
years before the public, he was a peace-maker, and his 
kind offices were often sought in adjusting differences in 
churches and parishes, and between individuals. His 
patience, his cool judgment, his strong sense of right, his 
acknowledged honesty of purpose, and his known willing- 
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DOSS to ftct for the good of othors, peculiarly qualified h 
for this difficult work. 

The hospitality of Dr. Tyler was boundless. For more 
than half a, century ho kept ojwn house, which was always 
large enough for all who came, because liis large heart 
first received the guests. His early friends, his former 
parishioners, the patrons and alumiii of tlie seminary, 
all loTcd to visit at his house ; and lio loved to have 
them there, and to make tiicm happy. There, too, the 
stranger found a home. At East Windsor Hill the hotel 
accommodations were always limited ; hence the presi- 
dent of the seminary had ample opportujiities for the ex- 
ercise of hospitality. With what untiring assiduity he 
abounded in tliis virtue for twenty-four years, hundreds 
can testify. 

Dr. Tyler was ever mindful of the claims of Christian 
benevolence. By the practice of tliat wise economy, 
which, discarding parsimony, makes frugality a daily duty, 
Le always had sometliing to give to every good cause. 
The numerous subscription papers wliicli he wrote were 
headed by his own name, to which was often affixed a 
Bum beyond his means, and larger than others would 
think it his duty to give. It was liis favorite plan for 
raising iiinds to begin with a liberal subscription from 
himself Though he received notliing from others by 
bequest after he left college, his wants, in the decline of 
life, were amply provided for from his own resources. 
His life illustrates the truths of Scripture — " There is 
that scattereth and yet increaseth ; " " He which soweth 
bountifully shall reap also bountifully." His benevolence 
did not show itself merely by giving money to the various 
objects of Clu-istian charity. He was always ready to 
deny himself in every way for the good of others. It 
mattered very little how slight a claim any one might 
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have upon his time and efforts ; he was ready to serve 
him. He seemed most happy in making others happy. 
Dr. Tyler was one of " nature's noblemen," was the 
remark of a former student of his, now a college pro- 
fessor. Such indeed he was. Many who have met him 
daily for years, who have known him as a relative, a 
fiiend, a teacher, or a pastor, will not hesitate to say, — 

« 'HiB life was gentle, and the elements 
So mixed in him, that nature might stand up 
And saj to all the world, Behold a man" 
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THE ORIGINAL CHARACTER OF MAN.' 



It is maintained by somo that Adam, immediately after 
his creation, possessed no moral character. Thus Dr. 
Joliu Taylor says, " Adam must exist, he must be cre- 
ated, yea, he must exercise thought and reflection, before 
he was righteous." 

"Witli respect to this," says Edwards, "I would ob- 
serve that it consists in a notion of virtue quite incon- 
sistent witli the nature of things and the common notions 
of mankind. It is agreeable to tlie sense of Uic minds of 
men in all nations and ages, not only that the fruit or 
effect of a good choice is virtuous, but the good choice 
itself from which tho effect proceeds ; yea, and not only 
so, but also the antecedent good disposition, temper, or 
affection, from whence proceeds that good choice, is vir- 
tuous. This is tho general notion, not that principles 
derive their goodness from actions, but that actions dft- 
rivo their goodness from the principles whence they pro- 
ceed ; and so that the act of choosing that which is good 
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is no further virtuous than it proceeds from a good pritt- ' 
ciple or virtuous dispositiou of miud, which supposes 
that a virtuous disposition of mind may be before a viiv 
tuous act of choice, and that therefore it is not necessary 
that there should first be thought, reflection, or choice, 
before there can be any virtuous disposition." 

He says also, " Human nature must be created with 
some dispositions — a dispositiou to relish some things as 
good and amiable, and to bo averse to other things as 
odious and disagreeable. Otherwise it would be without 
any such thing as inclination or will. It must be per^ 
fectly indifferent, without preference, witliotit choice or 
aversion toward any tiling as agi-ecablo or disagreeable. 
But if it had any concreatcd dispositions at all, they must 
be cither right or wrong, either agreeable or disagreeabla 
to the nature of things. If man had, at first, the In'ghest 
relish of those things that are most excellent and beauti- 
ful, a dispOBition to have the quickest and highest delight 
in tlioso things that were most worthy of it, then his 
dispositions were morally right and amiable, and never 
can be decent and excellent in a higher sense. But if 
he had a disposition to love most those tilings that were 
inferior and less worthy, then his dispositions were 
vicious, and it is evident there can be no medium be- 
tween these." 

The view presented in these extracts is certainly plausi- 
ble, if not convincing to every mind. 

That Adam was created a moral agent, probably will 
not be denied by any one. He must, of course, have 
been created with all those facilities which are essential 
to moral agency. He must have possessed understand- 
ing, conscience, will, and heart, or affections. If be had 
been destitiitfl of any of these, be could not have been a 
moral agent. But if ho had a heart, or disposition, the 
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objects presented to his view must Itavo awakened feel- 
ings of some sort in liis mind. He must have liked or 
disliked, lored or hated them. This is essential to the 
Duturo of man. He does not view objects with indiffer- 
onoc. A lieart, or disposition, is as essential a part of the 
human soul as the intellect or will, When the character 
of God was presented to the view of Adam, it must liave 
awakened in his mind feelings of delight or aversion. 
He could not have viewed it with indiffereiico. But if 
ho loved God, ho was holy. If ho hated him, ho was 
sinful. 

Again : That Adam was innocent, that is, free from 
sin, is usually admitted. But, to use again the language 
of Edwards, " In a moral agent, subject to moral obhga- 
tions, it is the same thing to be perfectly innocent as to 
be perfectly righteous. It must be the same, because 
there can no more be any medium between right and 
wrong in a moral sense, than there can be a medium be- 
tween Btraight and crooked iit a natural sense. Adam 
was brought into existence capable of acting immediately 
as a moral agent ; and therefore he was immediately 
nndcr a rule of right action. He was obliged as soon as 
he existed to act right. And if be was obliged to act 
right as soon as he existed, he was obliged even then to 
be inclined to act right." 

And if he was inclined to act right, he had a right 
inclination, and must, of course, have possessed a right 
moral character. And if he was not inclined to act 
right, he was inclined to act wrong; and that was a 
wrong inclination, indicative of a wrong moral character. 
There can be no medium. There can be no such thing 
as neutrality in a moral agent. "He that is not with 
me," said Clu-ist, " is against mc." 

Supposing that Adam possessed no moral character 
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tmmodiatel7 after liis creation, what sort of a being c 
he have been ? How did he look upon the objects present-' 
ed to his view ? When be contemplated the character of 
God, wliat effect did it produce on his mind ? No effect 
at all. It did not awaken a single emotion. He contem- 
plated the divine character, and every other object, with 
as perfect indifference as if he had been a stock or a stone. 
It must have been so, if be had no moral character ; for 
if the contemplation of these objects awakened any feel- 
ings, they must have been right or wrong. To suppose, 
therefore, that Adam was destitute of moral character is 
to suppose tliat he was destitute of a heart, or disposition. 
But if Adam was created ivithout a heart, or disposition, 
he lacked one of the essential elements of a human soul. 
If such was the condition of Adam at his creation, I 
would inquire how it was possible tliat he ever should 
have acquired a moral character. Wliat could he have 
done to acquire it ? Dr. John Taylor says, " Adam must 
exist, he must he created, yea, he must cserciso thoughts 
and reflection, before he was righteous." Suppose he 
had existed in the state supposed, and exercised thought 
and reflection, what would have been the result ? If he 
was destitute of a moral disposition, and contemplated 
every object with indifference, what effect could his 
thoughts and reflections have produced upon his con- 
duct ? How could he even have formed a single purpose ? 
Every purpose is prompted by some motive, tliat is, by 
some feeling of the mind. We form purposes to accom- 
plish Bometliing which the mind views as desirable. But 
a mind in a state of indifference (if we can conceive of a 
mind in such a state) must view nothing as desirable. It 
can have no desires. It can love nothing. It can hate 
nothing. It can desire nothuig. To suppose a mind 
thus constituted is to suppose a mind utterly incapable of 
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preference, or choice, and consequently utterly incapable 
of moral action. Had the mind of Adam been thus con- 
stituted, it would have been as impossible for him to ac- 
quire a moral character, as it is now for a brute, or a 
stock, or a stone. 

If any one should say, man must choose to be holy 
before he is holy, therefore Adam could not have been 
created holy, — to such a one I would put the inquiry. Of 
■what do you suppose moral character to be predicated ? 
Of acts of the will, or of the motives which prompt them ? 
If you Bay moral character is predicated of acts of the will, 
I would inquire wliat is the character of that volition by 
which a man first chooses to be holy. Is it a holy choice, 
or a sinful choice ? or does it possess no moral character ? 
That is, when a man chooses to bo holy, does ho do right 
or wrong, or neither 7 If moral character is predicated of 
acts of the will, this act must be either right or wrong. 
That it is wrong, will not bo pretended. But if it is a 
holy act, how can it be true that a man must choose to 
be holy before he is holy ? 

If you say moral character is predicated of the affec- 
tions wliich constitute the motives by which our volitions 
are prompted, I would ask. What is the character of the 
motive by which a man is influenced when he first chooses 
to be holy ? Why did Adam choose to be holy ? Did he 
make such a choice before he perceived the excellency of 
holiness, and viewed it with delight ? What could have 
induced him to choose to Iw holy, if he had no relish for 
holiness ? But love to holiness is a holy feeling. So far, 
therefore, is it from being true, that a man must choose 
to be holy before lie can be holy ; lie must be holy in order 
to make such a choice. 

If it should be said, created holiness is no holiness, I 
vonid ask, What are wo to understand by this prayer of 
14 
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.object. The answer whicli human consciousness gires is, 
that the being constituted with a capacity for happiness 
desires to lie happy, and knowing that he is capable of 
deriving happiness from different objects, considers from 
which the greatest happiness may be derived ; and as in 
this respect ho judges, or estimates their relative value, so 
he chooses or prefers the one or the other as his chief good." 
Accordiug to this theory, the way that Adam acquired 
a moral character was tliis. Finding, by thought and re- 
flection, that he was capable of deriving happiness from 
different objects, ho took into consideration the question, 
in what way he should he Hkely to obtain the greatest 
amount of happiness, whether in the service of his Maker, 
or in the service of sin. After mature deUberation, he 
came to the conclusion that ho should be more happy in 
obeying tlian in disobeying liis Maker, and therefore deter- 
mined to obey him. How long it was before Adam came 
to this deliberate purpose, I know not that any one baa 
undertaken to tell. 
I This theory labors under serious difficulties. 

1. How could Adam know tliat ho was capable of de- 
riving happiness from different objects, unless he possessed 
a relish for these objects ? Objects which afford happiness 

, to the mind are objects which are contemplated with de- 
light. If, then, Adam found himself capalile of deriving 
happiness from the service and enjoyment of God, it must 
have been by finding that he delighted in the character of 

. God, and felt that it would be a privilege to serve him. 

: But if such was the stale of Adam's heart, he already 

..possessed a moral character. lie was holy. So on the 
other hand, if Adam found himself capalde of deriving 
happiness from sinful pursuits, it must liave been from 
finding that ho had a relish for such pursuits. But if this 
Lad been true, he would have possessed a sinful heart. 
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The fandamontal principle of this theory, therefore, is 
iaise. It supposes that a man may know that he is capa- 
ble of deriving happiness from objects in which he takes 
no delight, or else that delight in holy objects is no evi- 
dence of a holy heart. 

2. Adam, immediately after his creation, was placed on 
trial. God's commands were laid upon him. What be* 
came of the obligation imposed by these commands, while 
ho was considering in what way tho highest happiness 
might bo obtained ? Was lio imdcr no obligation to obey 
his Maker till ho had settled the qnestion, whether more 
happiness was to be derived from obedience than from die- 
obodienoe ? 

3. If Adam had come to the conclusion that he should 
be more happy in disobeying than in obeying his Maker, 
and had consequently formed a sinful character, to what 
wonld that sinful character have been owing? To a mis- 
take in judgment — not to any pervcrseuess of heart ; for, 
according to this theory, the person who forms a sinful 
character, and the one who forms a holy character, are 
both influenced by the same internal motive ; and that 
is, a supreme regard to their own happiness. Tlie one 
has no more regard for holiness ou its own account, or for 
the glory of God, than tlie other, llieir own personal 
happiness is the ultimate end of both. The only diflbiv 
ence is, they judge differently as to the best means of 
obtaining it. And is this the radical distinction between 
holiness and sin? Is this the only difference between 
saints and sinners, — between angels and devils, — that 
they have judged differently as to the best method of 
securing their highest happinoss ? 

4. If Adam had acquired a moral character, in the way 
supposed by this theory, it must have been a sinful char- 
acter — a character of supreme selfishness. What is s< 
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Uiiiess but a supreme regard to one's ovn happiness ? 
If Adam decided to obey God for no otiior reason than to 
secure his highest liappinoss, he was as completely selfish 
AS he would liave been if he had decided to disobey from 
the same motive. Whatever a man's conduct may be, if 
he is actuated by no higher motive than self-love, he is a 
sinful being. According to this theory, therefore, Adam 
must have commenced his moral existence iu sin. But 
this no one believes. 

But what do the Scriptures teach in regard to the origi- 
nal character of man ? 

In Gen. i. 27, wo read, "So God created man in his 
own im^e ; iu the image of God created he him." What 
ia the meaning of this langviage ? In other words, what 
it that image of God in which man was created ? Those 
who maintain that Adam did not possess a moral charac- 
ter at his creation, deny, of course, that he was created 
in the moral image of God ; for that would imply that he 
created holy. They maintain, therefore, that he was 
created only in the natural image of Gfod. " That image," 
Bays one, " consists in those exalted powers and faculties 
of the soul which make ua capable of moral action. It 
(ists in reason, understanding, affections, and will, by 
which we can distinguish between right and wrong, and 
can choose the one and refuse the other. The soul, with 
all its intellectual and moral powers, and its capability of 
endless duration, is the imago of God in man. It is the 
■oul, aside from all its exercises and actions, whether bad 
or good. It is the soul itself, distinct from all its acts, 
■which constitutes the image of the Deity, In which all 
men were created." 

If this is all which is meant by the image of God in 
which man was created, then Adam did not lose that im- 
age by the fall. Accordingly, the writer just quoted says, 
14* K 
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"As this image of God consists in the intellectual and 
moral powers of the soul, it is evident that Adam pos- 
sessed that image after his transgression, as well as before. 
So it is with his posterity. We have, in the same sense 
that Adam had, the image of God." He might have 
added, that all the apostate angels are now in the image 
of God, as much as tliey were before their apostasy. 

That the image of God, in which man was created, 
included all that is stated above, is undoubtedly true. 
Maji was created with an immortal soul, endowed with 
intellectual and moral powers. But tliat tliis is not all 
that is meant by the image of God, is evident from the 
manner in wliich tliis language is used in the New 
Testament, 

The apostle says, (Eph. iv. 2S-24,) " That ye put off, 
concerning the former conversation, the old man, which is 
corrupt, accordiuf? to the deceitful lusts ; and bo renewed 
in the spirit of your mind ; and that ye put on the new 
man, which after God is created in righteousness aud 
true holiness." The plirase after God evidently means 
" after the imago of God." It is tlms expressed in the 
following parallel passage, (Col. iii. 9, 10 :) " Lie not one 
to another, seeing that ye have put off the old roan with 
his deeds, and have put on tlio new man which is renewed 
in knowledge, after the image of Him that created him." 
We are here taught that the regenerate man is renewed 
after tJio imago of God ; which implies that man by the 
fall lost that image, and that it is restored -in regenera- 
tion. We are also here taught, that the image of God, 
in which the Christian is renewed, consists in knowledge, 
righteousness, and true holiness. When saints are said 
to he renewed iu knowledge, the word knowledge is used 
to denote spiritual knowledge, or that divine illumination 
which is pecuUar to the sanctified. " This is life eternal, to 
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know tliee, the only true God, aud Jesus CliriHt,whom tliou 
host sent." "The knowledge of God," as one observes, 
"Bpiritual understanding, the knowledge of the holj, are 
phrases whicli distinguish those wlio are born of the 
Spirit, from the natural man, who receiveth not the things 
of the Spirit of God, neither can he know them, for they 
arc spiritually discerned." By tlie image of God, there- 
fore, in wliich the Christian is renewed, we are to under- 
stand his moral image. 

Again : It is written, (2 Cor. iii. 18,) " But wo all, with 
open face, Iwholding as in a glass the glory of the Lord, 
are changed into the same imago, from glory to glory, even 
as by the Spirit of tlie Lord." 

Bom. viii. 29 ; " For whom he did foreknow, he also 
did predestinate to be conformed to the image of his .Son," 

Tliese passages clearly teach that ajiostate man is not 
in the image of God until he is renewed by the power of 
tJie Holy Ghost ; whereas, if the image of God, in which 
man was created, consisted only in the possession of an 
immortal soul, with its intellectual and moral powers, 
without any reference to moral character, then man has 
never lost that image, and it is not restored in regeuera^ 
tion. The unrenewed man, no less tlian the saint, pos- 
sesses the divine image. 

Tlicre are some texts, however, which have been adduced 
to show that all men, of whatever character, do now possess 
the image of God. T!ic first is, (James iii. 9,) "There- 
with bless we God, and thercwitli curse wo men, which are 
mado after the similitude of God." This test is intei^ 
prcted to teach that men are now made in the image of 
God. But the text, more literally translated, would read, 
" who were made after the similitude of God." The apos- 
tle, doiibtless, refers to the original creation of man. 

Another text which has been much insisted on is, (Gen. 
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ix. 6,) " Whoso sheddetli man's blood, by man Bhall his 
blood be shed ; for iu the image of God made he man." 



) that is taught in Gien. i. 27- 
his own image. It is onlj a r 



But wliat does this text teach ? 

It teaches the s 
God created man in Iiis c 
tion of the same assertion. But it has been said, " This 
law was communicated to Noah after the deluge. If men 
did not then, at that time, possess the image of God, the 
reason did not at that time exist for the law." But the 
reason assigned for the law is not that man now possesses 
the image of God. The reference is to the original crea- 
tion, just as, iu tlie law of the Sabbath, the reason assigned 
ie, that God rested on the seventh day. 

There is one other text which lias been tliought to be 
very decisive, (1 Cor. xi. 7:) "But I would have you know 
that the head of every man is Christ, and tiiat tlie head of 
the woman is the man. For a man indeed ought not to 
cover his head, forasmuch as he is the imago and glory 
of God, but the woman is the glory of the man." 

"If the image of God, here," says one, "means only 
tliat man lias a soul with intellectual and moral powers, 
tlie text proves that women have no souls." Whatever 
may be the meaning of this language, it is evidently 
tended to mark the distinction between tlie sexes. Mi 
is tlie image and glory of God, but the woman is tha 
glory of the man. It may refer to the authority given to 
man, or it may refer to the original creation of man in 
the imago of God, before the existence of the woman. 
But whatever may be the meaning of tliis particular pas- 
sage, it does not militate against the idea, that the image 
in which man was created did consist principally 
holiness. 

Again: Itis written, (Eccl. vii. 29,) " Lo, this only hai 
I found, that God made man upright; but they have 
Bought out many inventions." 
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In reference to this passage, it has been said that the 
Tord man signifies mankind in general. This is inferred 
from the fact tliat tlie pronoun the;/ is used in tlic last 
clause of the verse. Hence tho inference is drawn that 
the text does not refer to the creation of Adam, but to 
the creation of all the individuals of tho human race. 
But tliis inference is not warranted. Suppose the word 
man is used in the sense of mankind, to denote the spe- 
cies. " Would it be an improper or unintelligible way of 
speaiung," says Edwards, " to say that when God first 
made mankind, he placed them in a pleasant paradise, 
(meaning their first parents,) but now they live in the 
midst of briers and thorns. And 'tis certain that to 
epcok of God's making mankind in such a meaning, viz., 
his pving the species an existence in their first parents, 
at tlie creation of the world, is agreeable to the Scripture 
nse of such an expression." Ho then quotes a number 
of passages in which the creation of man is referred to in 
this sense. But if God made man upright, ho was cre- 
ated holy ; for that vpright means moral rectitude, is 
evident fit>m the manner in which the terra is elsewhere 
used in the Scriptures. Tlie original word, Edwards in- 
forms UB, as applied to moral agents, is used in the Scrip- 
tures one hundred and ten times, and one hundred of 
them, "without all dispute, signify virtue, or moral 
rectitude." 

We are, therefore, warranted by the Scriptures to adopt 
the language of the Assembly of Divines, " God created 
man in his own imago, after Ids own likeness, in knowl- 
edge, righteousness, and true holiness, with dominion 
over the creatures." 



II. 

THE CONDITION OF MAN BEFORE THE FALL, THE COV. 
ENANT UNDEH WHICH HE WAS PLACED, AND THE 
CONDITIONS OF THAT COVENANT. 

Man at his creation, being perfectly holy, was perfectly 
happy iu the enjoymcDt of his Maker. He contemplated 
the character of God with delight, rejoiced in his su- 
premacy, and esteemed it a privilege to obey his com- 
mands. He was placed in a beautiful paradise, sur- 
rounded by every thing which was necessary to promote 
in the highest degree his comfort. He knew not what 
it was to suffer from hunger or thirst, from lieat or cold. 
He was a stranger to pain, either of body or of mind. All 
his senses were inlets of pleasure, and every object of 
contemplation ministered to hia enjoyment. He had not 
a want wliich was not supplied. He was perfectly con- 
tented with Ids circumstances, and was as happy as liis 
capacity would admit. Such was tlio condition of i 
in his state of innocence. But, alas, of how short c 
tinuance, and followed by bow melancholy a fall ! 

But what providential arrangement did God enter intofl 
witli man before the fall ? It is said in the Assembly's Cat-M 
ecbism, " Wlien God had created man, he entered into a 
covenant of life with him, xipon condition of perfect obe- 
dience, forbidding him to eat of the tree of knowledge of 
good and evil upon the pain of death." 

By this we are to understand that man was placed in a 
state of trial. He was created a moral agent, capable of 
obeying or disobeying his Maker. Tlic law under which J 
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he was placed was the moral law — that perfect and un- 
changeable rule of right and wrong which is binding on 
all rational creatures. This law was written on his heart, 
and to obey it was as natural to liim as to breathe. 

" The law under which he was placed," as Dr. Dwight 
observes, " is called in the Scriptures the first or old cov- 
enant, and is commonly called the covenant of works, in 
distinction from the new or second covenant, which is de- 
nominated the covenant of grace. A covenant of works 
is no other than a law requiring obedience, and prohibit^ 
ing disobedience ; promising a reward to the former, aud 
threatening punishment to the latter. It has, in this 
case, the name of a covenant rather than tliat of a law, 
(although it has all the nature and sanction of a law,) 
because God was pleased to communicate liis will to man 
in tlie form of a covenant — a mode gentle, and highly 
expressive of the divine benignity." ' 

A covenant of works, however, iu my view, includes 
something more than simple law. A covenant implies 
two parties, and mutual engagements between tliem. In 
the case of Adam we are to suppose that he approved of 
the law which God gave him, and engaged to obey it ; 
ftnd God, on his part, promised liim a reward on condition 
of obedience. This gave to the transaction the form of a 
covenant. 

Obedience to simple law entitles the subject of a moral 
government to impunity, and nothing more ; but a cov- 
enant gives a person a title, upon complying with the 
conditions, to all those blessings which are promised iu it. 
Simple law contains no promises. It implies, indeed, that 
the obedient shall not suffer, but shall lie dealt with equi- 
tably. A title to any thing beyond this must be a oov- 



' Dr. Dvright, rol. i. pp. 437, 43S. 



LECTGHES. 



enauted title. Had Adam remained obedient, he would 
have had a title to eternal life, because God had promised 
it to liiin oil that condition, and not because he could 
have claimed it irrespective of the divine promise. 

The law under which Adam was placed, as I have al- ' 
ready observed, was the moral law ; tlio same law that is 
binding upon the angels and upon all God's accountable 
creatures. In tlie short account which Moses has given 
of the state of man before the fall, he merely mentions 
the positive precept, or proliibition, which relates to the 
tree of knowledge of good and evil. But we are not to 
suppose tliat this comprised the whole duty of man ; nor 1 
are wo to suppose that tlie consequences would not hava i 
been the same to Adam and liis posterity had ho violated 
any other divhie command as thoy actually were on hia 
eating the forbidden fruit. There may have been other ' 
positi\'e precepts and prohibitions, which are not men- 
tioned by Moses. This is particidarly mentioned because 
it was by disobedience to this that man fell, and because 
this was doubtless intended by God to be a special test of _ 
man's obedience. Wliy this prohibition was given we do ^ 
not know. The reason is not revealed. 

" We can not justly infer," says Hopkins, " from this 
prohibition or command only being mentioned, tliat man 
was not prohibited the violation of the moral law, m 
every instance, upon the same penalty ; or that there were 
no other positive commands given to him, guarded with 
an equally severe threatening in case of disobedience ; op 
that this prohibition was the only test of obedience ; or "i 
that, if he had violated any other command, it would not 1 
liavc been attended with equally fatal consequences.^ 
Had he sinned by transgressing any other positive com- n 
mand, which we know nothing of now, that, in this case, 
would have been as particularly mentioned, with tlie same ' 
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penalty that this now is, and we should have heard nothing 
of tliis, in a history so concise as tliat which Moses was 
inspired to give, in which not a word is mentioned which 
was not necessary in order to understand the important 
Etory ; leaving many things implied in the history, to be 
investigated or inferred iiom what is written, or to be 
further opened or explained in some future revelation." 

The condition of the covenant was perfect obedience — 
that is, obedience to every divine command. On no other 
condition could man, under a legal dispensation, be Justi- 
fied, or secure to himself tlie promised reward. 

Tlio covenant of works is distin(»uished li'oni tho cov- 
enant of grace in tlie following respects : — 

1. The covenant of works was made with man in inno- 
cence. Tlie covenant of grace is made with man as a 
sinner. The very meaning of grace is favor to the guilty. 
Those who are tlie objects of grace, therefore, must be 
sinners. 

2. In the covenant of works there was no Mediator. 
In the covenant of grace there is a Mediator. It is only 
through a Mediator that a holy God can treat with sinful 
creatures, 

3. In the covenant of works, the condition of perfect 
obedience was to be performed by man himself in order 
to obtain justification. In the covenant of grace, tho sin- 
ner is received to favor on account of the righteousness of 
Christ imputed to him, and received by faith alone. 

Man, at his creation, was placed in a state of trial. 
The covenant between him and his Maker promised hira 
life on condition of perfect olwdience ; and although his 
obedience was enjoined upon him as a perpetual and never- 
ending duty, yet, doubtless, there was a limited period of 
probation, at tho end of which, if he had remained obedi- 
ent, he would have been confirmed in a state of holiness, 
15 
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and beea made Eure of the promised rCTard. 
evident from the fact that " wlien any thing is 
as a condition of obtaining a subsequent bleaiiing, it 
supposed that this blessing is not to bo conferred till the 
condition is performed." Had tJie reward, therefore, 
been promised to Adam only on condition of endless ob©- 
diencc, the time would never have come, had he remained 
obedient, when ho could have been sure of the promised 
reward, because he never could have fully complied with 
the condition. The probation of Adam, therefore, was, 
doubtless, limited. How much it was limited, the Scrip- 
tures do not inform us. Tlic probability is, that it 
not of long duration. If Adam was the federal head 
his posterity, and if the covenant which God made with 
liim included his posterity, as I shall attempt to show 
hereafter, it Bcems probable that his ])robation was to close 
before ho had a posterity ; for if he had had children 
while he remained obedient, they would have been holy, 
possessing his moral image. If afterward he had apostar 
tized, it is impossible to see how all his posterity could 
have been affected by his fall. If any of the children of 
Adam had been holy, and been confirmed in holiness, 
they would have obtained the blessing promised in tiia 
covenant, whether Adam had performed the condition Ott"" 
which it was promised or not. If they had not been con- 
firmed, they might have fallen, if Adam had remained 
obedient. In that case, his obedience would not have 
secured the obedience of all his posterity, and lie 
not have been their federal head. 

That man's probation was intended to be of short di 
tion, has been inferred from what is said of the 
life. After Adam apostatized, he was driven from the 
garden, and this reason was assigned — " lest he put forth 
his hand and take gf the tree of life, and cat and live for>- 
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ever." It has been supposed that the fruit of the tree of 
life was by God's ap|K)intmeiit a sacramental siga and seal 
of the coveiiatit, and that had Adam remained obedient 
to the close of his probation, he would have eaten of the 
tree of life and been coufirmed in holiness. As no pro- 
liibition was given to Adam against eating of the tree of 
life, it lias been supposed that tliero was at that time no 
fruit on tliat tree, or that the fruit was not ripe, and that 
man's probation was intended to close when there should 
be fruit on that tree in a condition to l)e eat^n ; and that 
bad Adam remained obedient unto that time, he would 
have eaten and been confirmed. 

I mention this sa an hypothesis which may he true, but 
of which there is no positive proof. 

But whatever may have been the length of man's pro- 
bation, he was furnished with infinite inducements to per- 
severe in holiness, and placed in the most advantageous 
circumstances to insure such a result. Interests of in- 
conceivable magnitude were at stake — not only bis own 
eternal well-being, but that of unborn miUions. It Is 
impossible to conceive of any consideration which could 
have presented a more weighty motive to the mind of 
Adam. And in what more advantageous eircumstauces 
could lie have been placed ? He was perfectly Iioly. 
Tlie character of God was an object of supreme com- 
placency. He delighted in the law of the Lord after the 
inward man. None of God's commandments were griev- 
ous. He esteemed it not only a duty, but a privilege, to 
obey tbem. His heart was as free from any miboly lust 
and passion as that of a seraph. He had no propensity 
to evil ; no hankering after sinful indulgence ; no law ia 
his members warring against the law of his mind, and 
leading him into captivity to the law of sin hi his mem- 
bers ; no flesh to lust against the spirit ; no old man 
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which needed to be crucified ; no body of death undef 
which to groan. And while such was the state of hia 
heart, his outward circumstances were equally favorable. 
"His habitation," as one observes, "was delightful, and' 
only delightful. Plenty, ease, and peace, fragrance, 
beauty, and joy, sprang up spontaneously around him, 
and accompanied him whithersoever be went. He was 
lord and proprietor of a world, and tJiat world was an 
Eden — a paradise of improvement and pleasure. His 
employments were all innocent, virtuous, and delightful." 

When we contemplate the circumstances in which Adam 
was placed during his trial, we are forcibly struck with 
tlio goodness of God, and the unreasonableness and i 
finite criminality of the apostasy. 

But let us consider the blessing promised, and the ' 
curse threatened, in the covenant \mder which man was 
placed. " When God had created man, he entered into a 
covenant of life with him, upon condition of perfect 
obedience, forbidding him to oat of the tree of knowl- 
edge of good and evil upon the pain of death." It was 
a covenant of life ; that is, the blessing promised on con- 
dition of perfect obedience was life. And what was the 
life which was promised ? Not merely the continuance 
of natural life, but an eternal state of blessedness in the 
enjoyment of God. This is evident from tlie manner in 
which this term is used in other parts of Scripture. It 
is sometimes used to denote natural life ; sometimes to 
denote spiritual life, or holiness, as when it is said, " To 
bo spiritually minded is life and peace ; " and sometimes 
to denote eternal life. Wlien life is spoken of in the 
Scriptures as a matter of divine promise, or as an object 
which men are urged to seek, or as tliat which God will 
bestow upon those who have an interest in his favor, it 
usually denotes eternal life. It is used in this sense in 
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tho followiag passages. Matt. vii. 14 : " Strait is t)ie 
gate, and narrow is the way, which leadeth uuto life." 
Chap. xix. IT : " If thou wilt enter into life, keep the 
commandments." Mark ix. 43 : " It is better to go into 
life maimed, than having two hands to go into hell." 
Ver. 45 : " It is better for thee to enter halt into life, tlian, 
lutving two feet, to be cast into hell," John iii. 36 : 
" He that helievetli not tho Son shall not see life." 
Chap. V. 29 : " They that liave done good, to tlio resurrec- 
tion of life." Ver. 40 : " Ye will not come to me that 
ye might have life." Cliap. xx. 31 : " That behoving yo 
might have life tlirough his name." 

Tliat by life in these paasagos eternal life is intended, 
there can be no doubt; for it is expressly said, "Ho 
that believeth on tho Son hath everlasting life." It is also 
said, " The gift of God is eternal life," and " This is life 
eternal, to know thee, the only true God, and Jesus 
Christ, whom thou hast sent." Many other passages 
might be adduced in which the term is evidently used in 
the same sense. Tliat tlie life promised to Adam on con- 
dition of perfect obedience was eternal life, is generally 
admitted. When the apostle says, " Tlio commandment 
which was ordained to life I found to be unto death," his 
meaning is, that the law was ordained to give eternal life 
if it had been obeyed, but, having been violated, it con- 
demned to death. 

Let us now inquire what is implied in the deatli which 
was threatened. 

Bcspeeting this there is some difference of opinion. 
Some suppose that the death threatened was only the 
death of the body. Others suppose it was spiritual death ; 
that is, a death in trespasses and sin. Others suppose 
that it was eternal death ; aad others still, that it includ- 
ed all tliree — temporal, spiritual, and eternal death. 
15' 
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Without going into an exaraiimtiou of these different 
opinions separately, I would remark, 

1. The death threatened is evidently the opposite of 
the life promised. "Obedience and disobedience," saya ' 
Edwards, " arc contraries ; and the threateniugs and 
promises that are sanctions of a law are set in direct op- 
position ; and the promised rewards and tlircateued pun- 
ishments are what are most properly taken as each other's 
opposil«s." Now, if the life promised to Adam, as the 
reward of obedience, was eternal life, as I have endeav- 
ored to show, then, doubtless, the death which was threat- 
ened as the penalty of disobedience was eternal death. 
It is tnie that spiritual life is inseparably connected 
with eternal life. It is also probable that had Adam con- 
tinued obedient, he never would have experienced nat-' 
ural death. So that natural and spiritual life may be 
said to be included in the promise. But eternal life, or 
eternal blessedness, was, doubtless, the great thing in- 
tended. This is what properly constituted the reward 
promised. So eternal death was the great thing intended 
by the threatening ; but a spiritual death is implied in 
eternal death, and, as the death of the body is one of the 
consequences of sin, they may be said to be included in'^ 
the threatening. 

2. The death threatened is undoubtedly the death 
which is spoken of in the Scriptures as the penalty of the ' 
law, or the wages of sin. That this is eternal death, there 
can be no doubt. The apostle says, " The wages of sin 
is death ; but the gift of God is eternal life through Jesus 
Christ our Lord." Here the death which is the wages 
of sin is put in contrast with eternal life, aud evidently 
means etenial dcatli. We read that '• sin, when it is 
finished, bringeth forth death." This can not mean tem- 
poral or spiritual death, and must, of course, mean etei^ 
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nol death. So also in the following passages ; "Verily, 
Terily, I say unto you, If a man keep my saying, ho shall 
never see death." " This is tlie bread tliat comcth down 
from heaven, that a man may eat thereof and not die." 
" Whosoever liveth and believeth on me shall never die." 
" Tlie soul that sinneth, it shall die." " When I say unto 
the wicked man, Thou slialt surely die." " Every one 
shall die for his own iniquity." " Turn yc, turn ye, for why 
■will yc die ? " " Sec, I have set before you, this day, life 
and good, death and evil." " I call heaven and earth to 
record this day agauist you, that I have set before you 
life and death, blessing and curshig." In these passages 
the death spoken of is evidently eternal death. 

That spiritual death was not the thing chiefly intended 
in the threatening is evident from the fact that it is sin 
it»clf, and can not properly be regarded as the punislunent 
of sin. Asonc observes," Sin and rebellion, or transgres- 
sion of the divine law, can not be the proper matter of a 
threatening as a puuisltraent of transgression, and the evil 
to he inflicted for it; for this is the evil or crime for 
which the punishment is threatened, and not the punish- 
ment itself. This is the crime threatened with a punish* 
meiit, and not the punishment threatened. Moral evil 
and rebellion is always criminal in every instance and 
degree of it, and this deserves punislunent, and this only 
can be punished. Tho punishment, therefore, can not be 
sin itself, or moral evil ; for to suppose this is to confound 
the crime and punishment as one and tho same thing. 
Tlie oidy |troj)er punishment of sin, or moral evil, is nat- 
ural evil, or pain and sufToring; and this alone can be the 
proper matter of a threatening. If sinning and rebellion 
be a pnni^^bment, then tho first act of sin of which man 
was g'lilly was a punishment as really as any after acta ; 
but this could not bo a punishment unless man was pun- 
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ished for his antecedent innocence, and tliereforo could 
not be threatenod as a punishment." 

It is true that sinners are sometimes given over to 
judicial blindness and hardness of heart, and are left to 
walk in the way of their own hearts and in the sight of 
their own eyes ; and they are thus loft to bring upon 
themselves a swift destruction. But it is the destruction 
which is, properly speaking, the punishment they receive, 
and not thoir persisting in sin. 

But God said to Adam," In tlie day thou eatest thereof, 
thou shalt surely die." In what sense was tliis tlireaten- 
ing executed ? I answer, he did that very day become 
spiritually dead, which may be considered the beginning 
of eternal death. He also fell under condemnation to 
eteraal death. It was also true that he became mortal. 
Wliile, therefore, by the deatli threatened to Adam, eter- 
nal death was the main thing intended, it may be said to 
have included spiritual and temporal dcatlt. 

A question here arises whether tlie covenant which God 
made with Adam included his posterity. Was Adam to 
stand or fall by himself alone ? or were the interests of 
his posterity to be affected by the issue of his trial ? On 
this point the Scriptures leave us no room to doubt. 
Adam was the federal head of his posterity. Tlie cov- 
enant provided tliat if he remained holy, he should be the 
progenitor of a holy race, and if he suincd, lie should be 
the progenitor of a sinful race. Tins is abundantly evi- 
dent from what the Scriptures teach us of the conBai«a 
quences of the apostasy. But this point will be exai 
ined in my next lecture. 



III. 
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There is iio subject in theology, with which the minds 
of men have been more perplexed, than that whieh relates 
to the origin of moral evil. And it must be admitted 
that there arc difficulties attending this subject which no 
finite mind is capable of solving. It is believed, liowcver, 
that no important practical purpose would be answered 
by a solution of these difficulties. All that we need to 
know, is made sufficiently plain ; and those who are not 
ambitious to be wise above what is written, will be satis- 
fied with what the Scriptures have disclosed. 

That sin is in the world, is a fact which can not be dis- 
puted ; and the account which is given of the apostasy 
and its consequences, is sufficiently plain and intelligible. 

The apostle says, "By one man sin entered into tho 
world ; " and by this he does not barely mean that the 
apostasy of .\dam was the first sin committed in the 
world, but that there was a connection between his sin 
and that of his posterity. Tliis is abundantly evident 
from the connection of these words and tho context. The 
apostle is drawing a parallel between Adam and Christ, 
aad showing that, as in consequence of Adam's transgres- 
sion, all bis posterity have become sinners, and are in a 
state of condemnation, so. in consequence of the right- 
eousness of Christ, all his spiritual seed — that is, all true 
believers — arc justified and received to favor. 

This idea is expressed in different forms. "For if 
tlirough the ofTenso of one many bo dead, much more the 
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grace of God, and the gift by grace, which is by one man, 
Jesus Clirist, hath abounded uiito many. And not as it 
■was by one tliat sinned, so is the gift. For the judgment 
was by ono to condemnation, but the free gift is of 
many offenses unto justification. For if by one man's 
offense death reigned by "one, much more they whicli re- 
ceive the abundance of grace, and the gift of righteous- 
ness, shall reign in lifo by one, Jesus Christ. Therefore, 
as, by the offense of one, judgment came upon all men 
unto condemnation, even so, by the righteousness of one, 
the free gift come upon all men unto justification of life, 
For as by one man's disobedience many were made sin- 
ners, so by the obedience of one shall many be made 
righteous." 

It is here asserted that " through the offense of one, 
many be dead; " that " the judgment was by one unto 
condemnation;" that "by one man's offense death 
reigned by one;" tJiat "by the offense of one, judg- 
ment came upon all men unto condemnation ; " and 
tliat " by one man's disobedience many were made sin- 
ners." These various forms of expression clearly prove 
that the apostasy of Adam involved not only himself, but 
all his posterity, in ruin ; tliat he was tlic federal head 
or representative of the race ; that one condition of the 
covenant under which ho was placed, was, that if he con- 
tinued obedient, ho should be the progenitor of a holy 
race, and that if he sinned, he should be the progenitor of 
a sinful race, and that, in consequence of his apostasy, sin 
and death have passed upon the whole human family. 

The same truth is taught in otlier parts of the Scrip- 
tures. Thus it is written, " As in Adam all die ; " " We 
have borne the imago of the earthy ; " " Who can bring 
a clean thing out of an unclean ; " " Wliat is man that 
he should be clean, and he tliat is born of a woman, that 
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sliould be righteous ; " " Behold, I was shapen in 
^qnitf , aud in sin did my mother conceive mo." 

When it is said tliat tlie apostasy of Adam involved the 
ncc ill ruin, ive arc not to understand that the posterity 
of Adam aro personally chargeal>Ie with his siu. There 
is no such oneness between Adam and Iiia posterity, that 
they may be considered one person, so tliat his act may 
properly bo said to be their act. If this wore true, then 
fte race of Adam were sinners before they bad a personal 
existence. But how it is possible for a creature to sin 
before bo has a personal existence, is utterly inconceiva- 
ble. The supposition is grossly absurd. It may with as 
much truth bo said that we breathed when Adam breathed, 
that we walked wlien Adam walked, as that ve sinned 
when Adam sinned. 

It is true that when Adam sinned, we were in his loins, 

Leri was in the loins of Abraham when he paid tithes 
to Melchisedcc ; and in the same sense in which Levi paid 
fithes in Abraham, it may be said that we sinned in Adam, 
■od fell with him in his Qrst transgression. But wc are 
not to understand the apostle as assorting this in a strict- 
if literal sense ; that is, that the personal act of Abraham 
was the personal act of Levi. To quote the words of Dr. 
Woods : " He does not express himself roundly, as though 
be was declaring what was literally and strictly true. 
His language is, • And as I may so say, Levi also, who 
Jteceiveth tithes, paid tithes in Abraham, for he was yet in 

le loins of his father when Melchisedec met him.' ' As 
I may so say ' — it softens the expression, and shows that 
it is to bo construed reasonably, and not to bo pressed 
too far." 

Tho declaration of the apostle is to bo understood in 
fte Beuso in wliich he evidently used it, for the purpose 
of illustrating tho point under consideration. He was 
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showing that tlio Levitical priesthood was inferior to the 
priesthood of Christ, of whom Melchisedec was a type. 
Now, Abraham acknowledged his inforiority to Melchise- 
dec, by paying him tithes ; and lie did this not only for 
himself, but for his lineal descendants, as they would not 
be superior in rank to him. Hence, as we may so say, — 
that is, in a certain sense, — the Levitcs paid titties in 
Abraham, and Abraham, by tlio act of paying tithes, ac- 
knowledged tlicir priesthood to be inferior to that which 
is after the order of Melchisedec. 

Aiid thus, as we may so say, tlic posterity of Adam, as 
tliey were in Iiis loins when he apostatized, siuued in 
liim, and fell with him, in his first transgression. He 
was their federal head, and liis apoatasy involved the 
apostasy and ruin of the whole race. 

But if it be literally true that, when Adam ate the for- 
bidden fruit, that act was ours as well as his, I see not 
but every act of Adam was ours as well as his ; conse- 
quently, that if Adam repented, all his posterity repented 
at the same time ; for tliey were as triily in his loins when 
he repented as when he sinned. 

It may be as truly affirmed of every father, that he and 
his children constitute Init one person, and that what he 
does all his children do, and that what he did before they 
■were bom they did also, as that the posterity of Adam ac- 
tually ate of the forbidden fruit in the garden. Adam 
and his posterity are distinct agents, individually respon- 
Bible. And it is utterly impossible that the moral actions 
of one agent slioiild be the moral actions of another 
agent. 

Nor was the sin of Adam so imputed to his posterity aa 
to be transferred to them and become their personal sin. 
Moral cbamctor can not be transferred. Holiness and_ 
sin must, from tlieir very nature, be personal. Thej 
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consist in a right and wrong state of heart, and right and 
wrong moral aScctlonB. But my heart is not the heart 
of another man. It is true, another man may possess a 
heart Uke mine, and be chargeable with the same kind of 
sins ; but still his sin is not my sin, nor is my sin his sin. 
So in the case before us. Tlie sin of Adam in eating the 
forbidden fruit was his own sin, and not the sin of bis 
poeterity. 

Besides : If all mankind are chargeable witli having 
eaten the forbidden fniit, it is their duty to repent of that 
gin ; and they must repent of it in order to be pardoned, 
But what one of Adam's race ever repented of that sin ? 
In order to the exercise of repentance, tliere must be con- 
■ciousness of blame. But who, except our first parents, 
were ever conscious of having eaten the forbidden fruit ? 

Further : The Scriptures nowhere declare that we are 
diargeable with Adam's sin. It is said that by one man 
im entered into the world ; but it is not said that his sin 
Was the sin of the whole world. It is said, also, that by 
ttic offense of one, judgment came upon all men unto 
eondcmnation, and that by one man*s disobedience many 
were made sinners ; but this does not amount to a deo- 
kration tliat all men are chargeable with that one offense 
by whieli sin and death have entered into the world. 

Again : When it is said that tlie sin of Adam involved 
his posterity in ruin, it is not meant that his posterity are 
punished for his sin, irrespective of their own moral char- 
■eter. His sin is not so imputed to tliem as to be of 
hself the ground of tlieir suffering. Punishment, to be 
Just, must be deserved. But ill desert must be personal, 
Is well as moral character. My ill desert can not be the 

desert of another. 

It is true that Adam's sin was the occasion of our ruin. 
It was the distant though real cause of our condemnation 
18 
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and death. But this does not imply that for Adam's sin 
God iuSicts the penalty of the law on any of his posterity, 
they themselves being perfectly innocent ; for this is not 
the character of any of the human race. It is evident 
from Scripture, as I shall attempt to show hereafter, that 
all men are, from the commencement of their being, mor- 
ally depraved. They are regarded and treated as sinners. 
It is as sinners they suffer and die. " Who ever perished, 
being innocent ? " 

The Scriptures nowhere affirm that men are punished 
for Adam's sin. It is said that " by the offense of one, 
judgment came upon all men unto condemnation." By 
the offense of one — not/or the offense of one. By means 
of Adam's sin, all men have become sinners, and being 
sinners, they ai-e under condemnation. Thus it is said, 
" By one man's disobedience many were mado sinners," 
It is not said, that /or one man's disobedience many were 
condemned, they themselves being innocent; but bi/ one 
mau's disobedience many were made sinners, and being 
sinners, they are personally ill deserving, and justly suffer. 

Again; It is said, '* By one man sin entered iuto the 
world, and death by sin, and so death passed upon 
men." Why? Because that one man sinned! No 
but " for that all have sinned." 

Again: "The soul that sinneth, it shall die." "The 
Bou shall not bear the iniquity of the father ; neither shall 
the father bear the iniquity of the son. The righteousness 
of the righteous shall be upon bim, and the iniquity of the 
wicked shall be upon him." 

It would seem from these declarations to be a principle 
in the divine government, that one man shall not he pun- 
ished for the sin of another ; especially, that children shall 
not be punished for the sins of their parents — conse- 
quently, that the children of Adam shall not be punish* 
for bis sin. 



the 

nil ' 



THE FALL AND ITS CONSEQDENCES. 



183 



God has, indeed, said that he will visit the iniquities of 
the fathers upon the children unto the third and fourth 
generation. But we are not to understand this language 
as coutradietiug the texts which I have just quoted. It is 
a fact, evinced by the whole history of God's providence, 
that calamities are brought upon children by means of tlie 
sins of their parents- But these calamities are justly 
merited by those upon whom they are sent. For ex- 
ample : A drunkard wastes his estate, and reduces his 
family to poverty and wretchedness. Thus his iniquity is 
visited upon his children. But his children, perhaps, pos- 
sess the character of their father. If not, they are sin- 
ners, and for their own sins deserve all that is sent upon 
fhem. In a sense somewhat similar, God visits the sin of 
Adam ujwn his posterity. Inconsequence of his sin, they 
have become sinners, and being sinners, are in a state of 
condemnation. 

But it is said that this view of the subject is inconsis- 
tent with the parallel which the apostle has drawn, in the 
fifth chapter of Romans, between Adam and Christ. Be- 
lievers are justified solely on the ground of Christ's right- 
eousness, without any personal merit of their own. Hence 
it is said, that unless the posterity of Adam do suffer penal 
evil on acconnt of his sin, irrespective of any ill desert of 
their own, the parallel between Christ and Adam does not 
hold. To this I would reply, Tlio apostle does not intend 
to teach us that the parallel holds in every particular. 
This must be evident to every candid mind on a moment's 
reflection. Tlio justification of the believer is entirely 
gratuitous. His eternal reward will be bestowed entirely 
on the ground of Christ's righteousness, and not on ac- 
count of any merit of his own. If, then, we carry the 
parallel through, we must believe that the eternal punish- 
ment of the wicked will be solely on account of Adam's 
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sin — tliat tlieir own personal ill desert will constitute no J 
part of tlie ground of their condemnation. But such a 
idea is inconsistent witli the whole tenor of the Scriptures. 
Nothiug is more plainly taught in the Bible than this: 
that while tliose who are saved will be saved bj grace, 
through the merits of Christ ; those who perish, witt i 
perish wholly tlirongh their own fault, and will be pui** 
ished for their own sins. 

It ia true Adam was a type of Christ, and there is a j 
striking analogy between the manner in which his sin. ] 
brought ruin upon his descendants, and the manner in 
which the righteousness of Christ affects the salvation of 
hie people. But the analogy does not hold in every par^ 
ticular. 

Adam was the federal head or representative of the n 
The covenant under which he was placed, provided tba^ ^ 
the character of his descendants should depend on his 
obedience or disobedience. Ho disobeyed. From that 
moment his nature became corrupt, and this corrupt na- 
ture he imparted to his descendants. Thus it is said that 
he begat a son in his own likeness ; and from generation 
to generation the same depraved likeness has been per- 
petuated. All who have descended from our first parents 
by ordinary generation, are involved in a common ruin. 

On the subject of the imputation of Adam's sin, mj 
■news are happily expressed by Dr. Woods. 

" If I am asked whether I hold the doctrijio of imputSf.*! 
tion, my reply will depend on the meaning you give to ths; i 
word. Just make the question definite, by substituting 
the explanation for tlie vi'ord, and an answer will be easy. 
Do you then mean what Stapfer, and Edwards, and many 
others mean, namely, that for God to give Adam a po»«j| 
terity like himself, is one and the same as to impute his I 
sin to them ? Then my answer is, tliat God did, iu this J 
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Bense, impute Adam's sin to his posterity. This is the 
very thing implied m the doctrine of native depravity. 
By the doctrine of imputation, do you mean that Adam's 
ein was the occasion of our ruin ? that it was the distant 
but real cause of our condemnation and death ? I con- 
sider the doctrine thus understood to bo according to 
Scripture. Do you mean fliat we are guilty ? that is, (ac- 
cording to the true original import of the word,) exposed 
to suffering on account of Adam's sin. In tliis view, too, 
I think the doctrine scriptural. Do you mean that God 
visits the iniquity of our common father upon his children 
through all generations? This, too, accords with the 
truth. But if the doctrine of imputation means that 
Adam's posterity are literally and personally chargeable 
with his sin, and that Ood inflicts the penalty of the law 
upon them for his offense alone, they themselves being in 
all respects perfectly sinless, then the doctrine, in my view, 
wants proof. There appears to be no place for such a 
doctrine, seeing all Adam's posterity are morally depraved. 
And if they arc so, I know not why any one should think 
God has no reference to their depravity in the sufferings 
yjbich he brings upon them. The apostle does not use 
'" B word impute in relation to the subject, but he does 
in the plainest manner, that the fall of Adam spread 
rityand destruction through the whole human race. 
The particular word which shall be used to express this 
doctrine, is not essential ; and as the sacred writers do not 
express it by imputation, we should not bo over-strenuoua 
for that particular word. Nevertheless, as it is the name 
which has generally been given to the doctrine in ortho- 
dox creeds, and as the word is used in an analogous sense 
in Bom. iv. 6, 1 can see no reason for rejecting it." ' 

. ' Woods'g Works, »oI. a, pp. 3Sl, 3S2. 
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It ]ias been said that such a dmne constitution as hul 
been supposed, by which the sin of Adam should b»l 
inseparably connected with the sin and ruin of his pofr 1 
terity, is unreasonable and unjust. To this it might be "I 
sufficient to reply, " Shall not the Judge of all the earth i 
do right ?" And hath he not a right to do what he will 
with his own ? That such is the fact is abundantly evi- 
dent from the Scriptures. They esphcitly declare that 
"in Adam all die." *' By the offense of one, judgment 
came upon all men unto condemnation." " By one 
man's disobedience many were made sinners." 

It is also evident, from the Scriptures and from facta 
that mankind are actually depraved from their birth, aod^ 
that the sentence passed upou our first parents, so far as 
it was executed iu time, has fallen also upon their de- 
scendants, Man eats his bread by the sweat of his brow, 
and returns to the dust whence he was taken. We ue J 
obliged, therefore, to admit that such a divine constito*! 
tion did exist ; and if we wore utterly unable to comprA-^ 
hend the propriety of it, we ought to bow in humble 
submission to the decisions of God's word, and to attrib- 
ute the difficulty to the weakness of our understandings, 
ratlier than to any want of rectitude in the divine admin- 
istration. Wo know that God is just, and that, although 
clouds and darkness are round about him, righteousness 
and judgment are the habitation of his throne. 

But perhaps the subject is not involved in bo muoS 
mystery as has been supposed. Where is the injustice rf^' 
God's so constituting things that the posterity of Adam 
should possess such a nature as himself? This is a law 
which prevails throughout the animal world. Every spe- 
cies of creatures produces a race of the same nature with 
itself. And what objection is tltero to supposing that this 
law extends to the human race ? 
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Doee it consist in the fact that the interests of manldnd 
were put in jeopardy ? But who can tell that the haz- 
ard was any greater than it would have been if all had 
been left to staud or fall for themselrea ? It must bo 
remembered that had Adam continued obedient, his pos- 
terity with him would have been confirmed in a state of 
holiness ; and was not the probability as great that their 
trial would issue favorably in Adam, their represeutativo, 
as if they bad been individually placed m a similar pro- 
bation ? — especially when we consider that Adam was 
created in the full strength of manhood, was furnished 
with knowledge which children do not possess, and was 
more capable of realizing the importance of obedience. 

It may, perhaps, be said, that according to tliis scheme, 
the race of Adam have become sinners without any fault 
of their own. If by this it be meant that tliey sin with- 
out fault, the statement involves a manifest absurdity. 
To sin without fault, is a contradiction in terms. If it bo 
meant that tliey become sinners, without making them- 
selves sinners by some previous act of sin, this is true. 
The same was true of Adam, and of every otlier creature 
who has become a sinner. It is indeed impossible that it 
should be otlierwise. Tlie beginning of sin can not be 
traced to antecedent sin. It might, therefore, be affirmed 
of Adam, tliat lie became a sinner without any fault of 
bis own, OS truly as it may be affirmed of his posterity. 
When Adam liad a wrong state of heart, he was a sinner ; 
and when his posterity liave a wrong state of heart, they 
are sinners ; and the fact that they possess this from the 
commencement of their being, makes it no less their own 
lault, than if they did not possess it until they were fifty 
or a hundred years old. 

If any injustice attaches to the character of God in 
ibis matter, it must be in his not preventing the race of 
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Adam from becoming smners. But if there was any in- 
justice in this, then he was unjust in not preventing Adam 
and the angels from sinning ; that is, for not preventing 
sin altogether. But if we take this ground, it is impos- 
sible to vindicate the character of Qod from the charge 
of ii\justice. 



IV. 



NATIVE DEPRAVITY. 

When it is said that man is by nature depraved, the 
meaniDg is, that ho lias a nativo bias or propensity to sin, 
which he inherits from his ancestors, and which is a con- 
sequence of the original apostasy. It is meant that de- 
pravity is as natural to man, as reason, or speech, or sym- 
pathy, or natural affection, or any other property which 
is said to be natural. None of these propensities are de- 
veloped at the moment of birth ; yet they are all regarded 
as belonging to the nature of man, and will sooner or 
later show themselves in every human being, unless his 
nature is perverted. So of moral depravity. Although 
it may not manifest itself at the moment of birth, it will 
in due time certainly show itself in every human being, 
unless his nature is changed. And it is as proper to say 
that every child of Adam is born depraved, as it is to say 
that he is born a rational and social being. 

Still depravity is not a physical attribute of the mind, 
if that term be used in contradistinction from the term 
moral. Man has a moral nature, as well as a physical 
constitution. He has a heart or disposition, as well as an 
understanding. He is made capable, not only of perceiv- 
ing objects presented to his mind, but of hking or dislik- 
ing, loving or hating, being pleased or displeased. This 
18 essential to his constitution as a moral being, without 
which he never could have any such thing as preference, 
or choice. Now this disposition must be either morally 
right or morally wrong. It must bo in a state to be 
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It develops itself in early life. 

It is not owing to any change vhich takes place in man 
subsequently to birth. 

It operates freely and epontaueously. 

It is hard to bo resisted and overcome. 

We can predict with certainty that it will, in due time, 
act itself out. 

He has shown conclusively that, unless tliosc properties 
of the human mind which possess all these marks are 
natural, it is impossible to prove that any thing is natural 
to man. Wo have no higher or more satisfactory proof 
that reason, or speech, or memory, or sympathy, or pa- 
rental and filial affection, or any of the appetites and pas- 
aouB, arc natural to man. 

Ho has shown with equal conclusiveness that all those 
marks or proofs exist in regard to depravity. The con- 
clusion is, therefore, irresistible. 

n. That mankind are naturally inclined to evil, is 
evident from the fact that they, without exception, comr 
mence their moral existence iu sin. This fact is abun- 
dantly asserted in the Scriptures, and admitted by many 
who deny the doctrine of natural depravity. Although 
tiiey maintaiu that infants possess no moral character, 
they admit that they begin to sin, as soon as they are 
capable of sinning ; that Is, as soon as they become moral 
agents. 

But if ttiey are not naturally inclined to evil, how is 
tluB universal prevalence of wickedness to bo accounted 
for? Why do all, without a single exception, commence 
their moral existence in sin ? Is there no cause to be 
■MJgued for this universal fact ? And what adequate 
eaos'! <''ii he assigned, unless we admit that there is in 
ffie L<i><< in mind a natural l>ias or propensity to sin ? If 
man i- naturally no more inclined to evil than to good. 
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why do not some, at least, commence a life of obet 
ence ? 

Will it be said that this is satisfactorily accounted i 
by the fact that maukind are free agents ? But the quei 
tion is, How lias it come to pass that all men, with onB"" 
consent, pervert their free agency ? Why do not some, 
at least, choose the good and refuse the evil ? " How 
comes it to pass," says Edwards, " that the free will of 
maiddnd has been determined to evil, in like manner 
before the flood and after the flood, under the law and 
iinder the gospel, — among both Jews and Gentiles, under 
the Old Testament, and since that time, — among Chris- 
tians, Jews, and Mohammedans, among Papists and Prot- 
estants, — in those nations where civility, arts, pohteness, 
and learning most prevail, and among the Negroes and 
Hottentots of Africa, the Tartars in Asm, and Indiana 
in America, — toward botli the polos, and on every side 
of the globe, — in greatest cities and obscurest ■v-illages, 
in palaces and in huts, in wigwams and cells under- 
ground ? Is it enough to reply, that it happens so, thi 
men every where, and at all times, thus choose to det€ 
mine their wills, and so to make themselves sinful, l 
soon as ever they arc capable of it, and to sin constant 
as long as they live, and universally to choose never i 
come np halfway to their duty ? " 

Will it be said that this fact is accounted for by c 
sidering the influence of evil example ? But the quel 
tion returns. How has it come to pass that the world in" 
full of evil examples ? Tliis fact is as inexplicable as the 
other, upon the Eup[>osition that man is not naturally 
depraved. Upon a fair computation, according to tlua^- 
BuppoKition, there ought to be as many good examples a 
bad ones. Besides, we find that all, without exceptitn 
immediately sin, as soon as they are capable of sinnin 
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Tho Scriptures are express, that " there is none righteous,, 
no, not one." Now, there are always thonsande in the 
iravld who are jnst entering on a state of accountabUity ; 
aud if any do not immediately become sinners, there 
an some righteous, and tlie above declaration can not ha 
true. 

It is also to be remembered that there are many pious 
people in tho world, whose examplo, though not perfect, 
is in favor of righteousness. There are many pious 
parente, who endeavor to train up tlieir children in tho 
nurture and admonition of tlic Lord. Still, notwithstand- 
ing all the inSuence of their example, their children, 
without exception, become sinners. 

Should it bo said that Adam sinned, although he had: 
no natural propensity to ^in ; therefore the sin of his pos- 
terity is no proof of a natural propensity to sin in them, — 

I reply, The caeo of Adam is only an individual ease. 
R 19 admitted tliat if mankind were naturally no more- 
inclined to Kin than to hohness, tlioy might sin. So also 
tbey might be holy ; and they would he as likely to be 
holy as to he sinful. And wliy is it that some, at leasts 
have not Income holy ? What reason can be assigned 
why all, withont a single exception, have become sinners ? 
Here is a universal fiiet to be accounted for, and noft 
merely an individual case. 

■ To show the nature and force of the argument fron* 
ttie universal prevalence of sin, let us suppose that the 
bet was different. Suppose that all tho children of Adami 
were Iioly from the commencement of their moral exist- 
ence ; suppose that as powerful means were used to in- 
dttco them to sin, as are now sometimes used to lead' 
ftem to a coni-se of obedience, and ttiat they should effectr 
nally resist them ; suppose tliey should exhibit the same 
infiexiblo attachment to lioUness tliat men now do to sin j 
17 M 
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suppose that some of them should partially apostatize, 
so as to be Binful in the same degree that Christians are 
now holy, and slioiild find the same difficulty in overcom- 
ing a holy disposition that Christians do in overcoming 
a sinful disposition, — who would doubt that mau was 
naturally inclined to holiness ? 

One way of accouutiug for the universal prevalence of 
■wickedness in the world, by those who deny the existence 
of a native propensity to evil in the human mind, is by 
supposing that children contract a bias to sin after they 
are born, and before they become moral agents. The 
animal passions, it is said, get the start of reason, and the 
habit of self-indulgence is formed before it is known to be 
sinful. 

This theory is thus stated by a writer in the Christian 
Spectator : — 

" A child enters the world with a variety of appetites 
and desires, which arc generally acknowledged to be 
neither sinful nor holy. Committed in a state of utter 
helplessness to tlie assiduity of parental fondness, it coni- 
meuces existence the object of unceasing watchfulness 
and concession to those around it. Under such circum- 
stances it is that the natural appetites are first developed, 
and each advancing month brings them new objects of 
gratification. The obvious consequence is, that self-indul- 
gence becomes the master principle in the soul of every 
child long before it can understand that this self-indul- 
gence will interfere with the rights or introncli on the 
happiness of others. Thus by repetition is the force of 
eonstitutional propensities accumulating a bias toward 
eelf-gratification, which becomes incredibly strong before 
the knowledge of duty, or a sense of right and wrong, can 
possibly have entered the mind. That moment, the com.- 
mencemcnt of moral agency at length arrives. Does the 
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dtild DOW come, in a state of perfect neutrality, to the 
^cstion whether it will obey or disobey the command 
which cuts it otf from some favorite gratiflcatioa ? " — 
Oiriatian Spectator/or 1829, p. 366. 

In regard to tliis theory, I would remark that it utterly 
&ils to answer the purpose for which it was invented. 
The object of its abuttora is to avoid what tliey conceive 
to be an imputation on the character of God, involved in 
ttte common theory of a native propensity to evil. 

But what is the dificrence, so far as it regards the 
equity of the divine constitution, whether the child is 
born with a propensity to evil, or whether he is placed in 
«och circumstances that he will inevitably contract such 
a propensity previous to the commencement of moral 
agency ? Tlie advocates of this theory, surely, will not 
pretend that the child is responsible for wliat it does bc- 
ferc it is a moral o^ciit, any more than it is responsible 
ttr the condnct of its parents, or the conduct of Adam. 
And if it is unjust in God so to order things that every 
diild shall come into the world with a bias to sin, it must 
be equally unjust that he should so order things that 
erery child should be placed in such circumstances that 
be will unavoidably contract such a bias before he is 
triable of sinning. Tliis theory ouly shifts the ground of 

B difficulty. It does not obviate it in the least degree. 
JLnd it not only fails to answer the end for which it was 
farentod, but it is cndently inconsistent with the repre- 
Jentations of .Scripture. 

It is 8 part of this theory, that Adam commenced his 
exifitonce witli no moral character, and that all his do- 
•eeodanta came into the world with the same nature in 
'kind as that with which ho was created. On this supposi- 
iVon, it is impossible to sec that there is any connection 
%etweeu the sin of Adam and that of his posterity. Sup- 
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pose that Adam had nevor sinned ; vould not bis p 
have come into this world with the same nature as thi 
with which he was created ? — the same, of course, as 
this theory supposes tlieiii now to possess. What influ- 
ence, tlien, has the fall exerted upon the posterity of 
Adam? Plainly none at all. According to this theory, 
it IB just as proper to say that mankind liavo become sin- 
nei-B in consequence of the creation of the world, as it 
is to say tliey hare become sinners iu consequence of 
Adam's fall. 

But that there is a real connection between the sin of 
Adam and that of his posterity, the Scriptures explicitly 
teach. " By one man's disobedience, many were made 
sinners." " By the offense of one, judgment came upon 
all men unto condemnation." "As in Adam all die." 
" Adam begat a son in liis own likeness, after his image." 
" We have borne tlie image of tlie earthy." 

Besides: The Scriptures teach, as we have seen, that 
mankind are sinners from their birth, which is iuconslB- 
tent with the theory we ai-e considering. 



OB JECTIONB. 

Objection I. This doctrine ia inconsistent with tile na- 
ture of sin. Those who make this objection define sin ta 
be " the transgression of known law." They say that 
" sin, in every form and instance, is reducible to the act of 
a moral agent, in which he violates a known rule of duty." 
Hence they conclude that those who are not old enough 
to understand the rule of duty, can not he the subjects of 
moral depravity, and, consequently, that the doctrine of 
native depravity can not be true. 

In reply to this objection, I would obson-e that tlie 
dehuition heixi given of sin is not iu accordance with t 
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lG|ireflent&tioitB of Scripture. That the transgresaoa of 
known law is fin, nobody denies ; but to affirm that there 
is no other sin, is to affirm tliat no man ever Hins without 
knowing it at the time, which is evidently contrary to 
fact. It is said, indeed, tliat the transgression of the law 
is sin, and that sin is not imputed where there is no law; 
b«t it is not said tliat sin is, in all cases, the transgres- 
sion of known law, or that sin is not imputed where there 
is no knowledge of law. On the contrary, it is said that 
" by the law is the knowledge of sin." Paul said, " I 
Was alive without the law once ; but when the command- 
ment came, sin revived, and I died." He said, moreover, 
" I verily thought I ought to do many things contrary to 
the name of Jesus of Nazareth ; " and, tipcaking of his 
conduct in persecuting tlic church, he said, " I did it 
ignorantly in unbelief." Will it be said that Paul was 
not criminal for persecuting the church? He speaks of 
himself &s exceedingly criminal for this conduct. But 
Bcoording to the principle assumed in this objection, he 
must have been entirely innocent. 

But is a man ciilpahle for doing what he believes to be 
right? 

Was not Paul culpable for persecuting the church ? 
But he assures us that he verily thought he was doing 
light. Are not the heathen culpable for their idolatry 
and abominable superstitions ? But many of thom, doubt- 
less, believe that they are doing their duty. Tlie Scrip- 
tures inform us that " there is a way that scemcth right 
unto a man, but the end thereof are the ways of death ; " 
also that " there is a generation that be pure in their 
own ^cs, which have not been washed from their filth- 



But is it not a man's duty to follow the dictates of ias 
own conscience ? 

17' 
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Undoubtedly it is ; but it is equally his du^ to hare a 
conscience whose dictates arc according to truth. If, 
through the perverseness of our hearts, we blind this 
guide which God lias given us, aud it leads us astray, we 
must abide the conEcqucnccs. To suppose that men 
always do right when they believe they do right, is to 
confound all distinction between true and false religion, 
and to maintain that those who bow before a senseless 
idol offer as acceptable a sacrifice as tliosc who worship 
God in spirit and in truth. But such a sentiment is in- 
OODsistent with reason and revelation. The definition of 
sin, therefore, oo wliich the objection is based, is not in 
accordance with the Scriptures. 

Nor is it in accordance with the dictates of conscience 
when enlightened by the Holy Ghost. When siimers are 
awakened to a sense of their true character and condi- 
tion, how many acts of their past lives appear to be ex- 
ceedingly sinful, which, at the time of tlieir coramission, 
they did not regard as in the least degree sinful ! Tlio 
deaf and dumb, previous to receiving instruction, have 
no sense of moral obligation ; but so soon as they ore 
made acquainted with the law of God, they immediately 
apply it to their past feelings and conduct, and at once 
feel condemned for every thing in their lives which has 
boon contrary to the divine commands. Tliis shows tliat 
the above definition of sin is inconsistent with the dictates 
of an enlightened conscience. Every man, when his con- 
science is properly enlightened, and the law of God is 
brought before his mind, feels that he ought to have been 
conformed to it from the beginning of his cxistcnco, aud 
that he is condemned and witliout excuse for every thought 
and feeling which is not in conformity with this perfect 
standard of holiness. 

Objection 11. TIus doctrine is inconsistent with tbfl 
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moral perfections of God, particularly with his justice and 
his benevolence. 

In reply to this objection, I would say, 1, That God 
is just aud good is unquestionable ; and if the doctrine 
we are considering is true, it ia certain that it does not 
militate against these perfections of God ; and if it has 
been proved to be true, we arc bound to receive it as an 
article of our faith, and to believe that it ia consistent 
with the divine perfections, whether we can see the con- 
riatency or not. We are utterly incompetent to decide 
what is, and what ia not, consistent with the divine per- 
fections, any further than we arc guided by facts and the 
word of God. We should probably consider, if we were 
living before the apostasy, that a perfectly benevolent and 
almighty Being never would suffer sin and misery to exist 
at all. But wo know from wliat lias taken place that 
Buch a conclusion would be false. Sin and misery do 
exist. Their csistence, therefore, is not inconsistent with 
the divine perfections. 

Wliether the doctrine of native depravity is true is a 
question of fact. In forming our opinion on the subject, 
■we are to look at the proof. If this is clear and concla- 
Bive, we ought to yield to it our assent, and attribute the 
difficulty which we may find in reconciling it with other 
acknowledged truths, to the weakness of our understand- 
ings. But, 

2. If this doctrine is inconsistent with the justice of 
God, it must be because it represents liim as punishing 
the innocent, or as punishing the guilty, more than tliey 
deserve. But it contains neither of these implications. 
It supposes tliat the whole liuman race are sinners, and 
tiiat they are punished only for their sins. In regard to 
the degree of punishment, it teaches nothing. 

Before this doctrine con be shown to mihtate against 
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the beuerolenoe of Gkid, it must be shown that the I 
present system, mcluditig the sin and misery wliich eus^ j 
will not issue in as great an amount of good as any other j 
system wliich the divine Being could have adopted. But | 
this the objector has not showu, and never can show. 

Objection HI. Tills doctrine represents God as the au- 
tlior of sin ; for if our nature is depraved, then he who ib 
the author of our nature must be the autlior of oar J 
dapnivity. 

This does not follow. Depravity is not a physical at* | 
tribute. It does not pertain to the structure of the mind) 
but is a moral state of the soul. It does not imply any 
change in the powers of tlie mind, but a disposition to 
make a wrong use of those powers. Hor does it uecee- 
earily imjily any positive divine efficiency in the prodoo- I 
tiou of sinful affuctions or vulitious, but only the with- | 
drawraont of those divine influences which are necessaiy. | 
to regulate aud control the affections, aud prevent them 
from fixing on forbidden objects.' 

There are certain pruiciples implanted in the human 
mind, wliich were imiocent iu Adam before the fall, and 
would be innocent iu us if kept mider control by a 
principle of supreme love to God ; but when left alone, 
Ihcy become reigning principles. Self-love becomes su- 
preme selfishness. The consequence is, entire and abG»- 
lute rebellion against llcaven. 

But is man blamable for being actuated by principles i J 
which are natural, and in tliemselves innocent ? 

Certainly, if he is actuated by these principles alone ;'t-l 
because it is his duty to be governed by higher motivea. 

For example : The appetites of hunger and tliii'st are.Ti 
m tliemselvcs innocent ; but if a man cats aud drinks l ' 



tbis objectiaa inliis Iteatiae <bl Qngi- j 



NATIVE DEPBAVITY, 



SOI 



solely to gratify tlicBO appetites, he sins ; because tt is his 
duty, wlietlicr he eats or driuks, or whatever he does, to 
do all to the glory of God. 

Again: Pareutal affection is a natural affection, and 
in itself iunocent. But suppose a parent, in tlie educor 
tion of his children, is actuated exclusr>-cly by the prompt 
ings of liis natural affection ; does he not sin ? Certainly, 
because he is required to be actuated by liiglier motives. 

It is easy to see, therefore, that all whicli is necessary 
to render man totally depraved is to be left to liimself. 
If he comes into tlie world destitute of love to God, and 
is given up to the control of those natural priucijiles which 
are essential to human nature, lie will from the begin- 
ning bo estranged from God, aud be a rebel against his 
throne. 

Objection IV. This doctriuB is inconsistent with the 
accountability of man. 

To show that tliis objection is not valid, it is sufficient 
to appeal to the consciences of men. Every man has & 
testimony in his own conscience that he is aceountable ; 
and the fact tliat he finds \a liis heart a strong natural 
bias to bin, never affords any relief to his conecieuce. 

Befiidee : Every man is disposed to condemn others, and 
the plea of a Jiatural bias to evil is never admitted a^ an 
excuse. Tlie parent blames his child for his perversouesB 
of temper, althougli he perceives that it is natural to tho 
child. And in all cases, the evil passions whicli belong to 
our nature, and the evil conduct which flows from them, 
are condemned by the common sense of the world. 

Further : Tliis objection will be seen to have no weight, 
when we consider that mankind are free moral agents, 
notwithstanding their natures are depraved. Tlie free 
agency of man was not impaired by the fall. Mankind 
are laid under no natural necessity to sin. They act 
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under no compulsion. They are free to choose op refuse. 
Good and evil are set beforo thera ; and although they are 
naturally inclined to choose the evil, tliey do it as freely 
as Adam did the Grst time he sinned. 

It may help us to understand this subject to revert to 
the condition of Adam immediately after the fall. He 
lost by the fall none of those powers Trliich are essential 
to moral agency. He was as much a free agent after the 
(all as ho was before, and as capable of obeying God, if lio 
had been inclined to obey. After Iio had committed one 
sin, he was under no natural necessity to commit a sec- 
ond. He acted as freely in committing the second as he 
did in committing the first. He lost by the fall his in- 
nocence, and became a confirmed rebel. After his first sin 
he chose to sin. He had a strong propensity to sin ; hut 
this propensity did not impair his free agency. Ho sinned 
as finely as he obeyed before. He was under no more 
constraint or compulsion than he was before his fall. 
Just so it is with liis posterity. Tliey have a propensity 
to sin ; but it does not impair their moral agency. They 
are laid under no more necessity to sin than Adam was 
after he had become a sinner. And if you can perceive 
how he could be culpable for any sin after his first sin, 
you can perceive how his posterity can be culpable for all 
their sins. 
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The Scriptures very explicitly assert the fact, that all 
men are simicrs. "There is not a Just mail upoa earth, 
thatdoeth good and sinneth not." "If wo say we have 
no sin, VB deceive ourselves, and the truth is not in us." 
*' We have before proved both Jews and Gentiles, that 
they are all under sin." " As it is written. There is none 
righteous, no, not one. There is none that understandeth, 
there is none that seekcth after God ; tliey are all gone 
out of the way ; they are together become unprofitable ; 
there is none that doetli good, no, not one." 

Dr. Dwight has exhibited a great mass of proof of the 
universal depravity of mankind, imder the following 
heads ; — 

I. " The laws of all nations are a strong proof that tlie 
human character is universally sinful." 

II. "The religion of all nations." 

III. " Tlie writings of all nations among whom writings 
are found." 

IV. "The conversation of all men." 

V. "The consciousness of all men." 

That all men are sinners is implied in several doctrines 
of tlie Bible : — 

1. The doctrine of regeneration. " Except a man be 
bom again, he can not see the kingdom of God." But 
none but depraved beings need regeneration. Conse- 
quently, if all men are not depraved, there are those who 
do not need regeneration. But why do men need to be 
(MB) 
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bom again ? Our Saviour has told us. " That vhich i 
boru of the flesh is flesh, and that which is born of t 
Spirit is spirit." The meaning of the term fiesk^ when 
used in contradistinction Irum the term Spirit, is deter- 
mined by the manner iu which these terms are used in 
tlie Scriptures. " The works of the flesh are manifest, 
whicli are these : adultery, fornication, uncleanncss, lascir- 
iouBUOss, idolatry, witchcraft, hatred, variance, emulatious, 
wrath, strife, seditions, heresies, ouvyings, murders, drunk- 
enness, revilings, and such like. But the fruit of the 
Spirit is love, joy, peace, long-suflFcriug, gentleness, good- 
ness, faith, meekness, tcmperauce." " They that are after 
the flesh do mind the things of the flesh. But they that 
are after the Spirit, the things of the Spirit. For to be 
carnally minded is death, but to be spiritually minded is 
life and peace. For tho carnal miud is enmity against 
God ; for it is not subject to tho law of God, neither in- 
deed can be." Wlien our Saviour, therefore, says tliat 
that which is born of the flesh is flesh, his meaning is, 
that man, by his flrst birth, comes into the world witli a 
carnal mind, which is opposed to God, and for this reosoa 
needs to bo born again. Consequently, every child c 
Adam is depraved. 

2. Tlie doctrine of atonement proves universal depran 
ity. The Scriptures teach us that Christ tasted death J 
every man. But he died only for sinners. Ho came to 
seek and to save that which was lost. " Tliis is a faithful 
saying, and worthy of all acceptation, that Christ Jesus 
came into the world to save sinners." " He is the pro- 
pitiation for our sins, and not for ours only, but for tUa 
sins of the whole world," The whole world, then, i 
sinners. " We thus jiidpe," says the apostle, " tliat if odA I 
died for all, then wore nil dead." 

3. The doctrine of justification by faith teaches the sam&l 
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ftict. According to the Scriptures, all who will be saved 
will be justified by grace, through the redemption there is 
in Christ. But if any arc not sinners, they can not be 
saved by grace, nor do they need redemption. If admit- 
ted to heaven, they must bo justified by the deeds of tho 
law. But " by the deeds of the law shall no flesh bo jus- 
tified." 

Again : The univerHal prevalence of suficring an3 
death ia proof of universal depravity. Suffering and 
death, so far as tlio human family are concerned, are uni- 
formly represented in tho Scriptures as consequences of 
an. " Who ever perished, being innocent? " " For all 
our days are passed away in tliy wrath." " Tlie sting of 
death is sin." " Tho last enemy that shall be destroyed is 
death." But the following passage is very decisive : " By 
one man sin entered into tho world, and death by sin, and 
80 death batli passed upon all men, for that all have. 
Mnned." 

We arc here taught, in the most explicit manner, that 
in relation to the human family, sin is coextensive with 
the reign of death. 

But it lias been said that tho sufferings and death of 
brutes are no proof of ain in them, and why should they 
be regnrded as proof of sin in the human race ? 

I answer, for the most satisfactory of all reasons, viz., 
Such is tho testimony of the Bible. If we had no evi^^ 
denoe biit that which is furnished by analogy, we might, 
perhaps, come to the conclusion that suffering and death 
furnish no conclusive proof of sin. But conclusions drawn 
from analogy are not sufficient to set aside explicit declar 
rations of the Bible. 

Tliat all men who have come to years of understanding 
are sinners, most will bo willing to acknowledge ; but that 
18 
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infants and young children are in any proper sense 
ners, is very confidently denied. 

If, however, they are to bo excepted, why arc the decla- 
rations which ascribe universal wickedness to the human 
race so unqualified ? especially when it is recollected that 
80 large a part of the race belong to this class. 

Besides: If young children are in no sense 
is evident, from what has been already said, that they do" 
not need redemption, or regeneration. If admitted to 
heaven, they must bo justified on the ground of their own 
righteousuess, and without being born agaiu, which is in- 
consistent with the declarations of Christ and the apostle^ 
" Except a man be born again, he can not see the king- 
dom of God ; " " By tho deeds of the law shall no fleAi_ 
be justified." 

Again : If infants and young children are in no senaOl 
sinners, they must be holy, or possess no moral character. 
That they are by nature lioly will not be pretended. If 
they possess no moral character, they are not moral beings, 
and sustain no other relation to the moral government of 
God than that of brute animals. But this is inconsistent 
with the supposition that they possess immortal souls. 

The fact that infants suffer and die is proof of their 
depravity ; for, as wc have seen, the Scriptures clearly 
teach that so far as the human race are concerned, sin 
coextensive with the r^ign of death. A great part 
mankind die in infancy, and their death, as Dr. Dwigl 
remarks, " is attended with all the apparent suffering 
usually experienced by persons of riper age, and with 
such suffering, at least, as plainly is often intense. Their 
death is also an ordinance of God, a dispensation of his 
immediate government. The language of this dispensa- 
tion can not, I think, be mistaken ; and its meaning can 
not be that of approbation. It is 



ui 



a 
i- 
'» 

M 



of ' 

air 1 

m 



uiiu iu> lucaiiiu^ ctm ■ 

s also tho language, '^^M 



THE UNIVERSALITY OF SIN, 



207 



literally, of the curse dcnouuced against our first parents, 
and the execution of tliat sentence, so far as tliis world is 
concerned. So St. Paul dircctlj declared, ' Death hath 
passed upon all men, for that oil have sinned.' ' The 
wages of sin is death.' Death, then, the fruit and wages 
of sin, — the punishment denounced against it in the 
original sentence, — must, I think, bo acknowledged to 
be indubitable evidence of the existence of depravity in 
every moral being capable of depravity, wlio is tlie sub- 
ject of death. It ought here to be remembered that 
death arrests infants in every form of distress and terror 
in wliich it befalls {wrsons of riper years. They, together 
with others, are swept away by the silent, awful hand of 
the pestilence, and consumed by the conflagration ; over- 
whelmed by the volcano, swallowed up by the earthquake, 
and wasted by tlie lingering agonies of famine. At the 
same time they suffer from mankind all the deplorable 
violence of war, and the uimatural cruelties of persecu- 
tion. With tliese facts in view, wo are compelled to one 
of these conclusions : either that infants are contam- 
inated in their moral nature, and born in the likeness 
of apostate Adam, a fact irresistibly proved — so far as 
facts and an unexceptionable analogy can prove any 
thing — by the depraved moral conduct of every infant 
who lives long enough to be capable of moral action; or 
that Go't inflicts these sufierings on beings perfectly 
innocent." 

But the Scriptures very explicitly teach tliat infants are 
sinners. 

The apostle says, "By one man's disobedience many 
were made sinners." This passage clearly teaclics that 
all mankind have become sinners in consequence of 
Adam's sin. But if the children of Adam become sin- 
aers in consequence of his siu, it is rational to suppose 
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that tliey arc sinners as soon aa they become hie childit 
that is, as soon as tliey arc born. In the same conncc 
the apostle says, " By the ofFeiiso of one, judgment c 
upon all men unto condemnation." But if ail tiie [ 
terity of Adam are under condemnation in consequenoi" 
of his sin, I conclude tliey possess a character deserving 
of condemnation, 

" Adam lived a hundred and thirty years, and l>egat a 
son in his own likeness, after his image." Of the mcEn- 
ing of this text, there can be no doubt, when taken in 
connection with other passages of Scripture, such as — 
" Wlio can bring a clean thing out of an unclean ? " 
" Wliat is man that he should be clean, and ho that is 
bom of a woman tliat ho should be rightoons ? " "I was 
shapen in iniquity, and m sin did my mother conceive 
me." It has been maintained by some, tliat David, in 
this passage, relbrs not to his own sin, but to the sin of 
his mother. But can wc believe that David, while con- 
fessing his sin, in tlic moat Iuiml>le and penitent manner, 
would, in tlie same breath, apologize for liis sins by 
reproaching his mother ? Such a supposition is incredible. 

" The wicked aro estranged from tho womb ; they go 
astray as soon as they be bom, speaking lies." Tliis pas- 
sage, we ore told, can not be understood literally ; for we 
know that children do not speak at all, as soon as they be 
bom ; consequently, they do not apoak lies. But what 
does the text mean ? It means, wc are told, that eliil- 
dren become sinners at an early ago. But it is literally 
tnio that tlicy speak, and speak lies, at an early age. It 
would soem, then, that part of the text only is figurative, 
which refers to the time wtion they go astray. Rut. if 
only a part of the text is figurative, is it not quite as 
probable that the first part is literal as the last part ? Are 
positive declamtions, in regard to time, as apt to be figiu'^ 
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ratire as other representations ? The most natnral inters 
pretation of the text aocms to me to be, that children 
literally go astray as soon as tliey be born, and tliat they 
possess a natural propensity to deceit and falsehood, which 
shows itself at as early a period as it can be manifested. 

Again : the rites of circumcision and baptism prove 
that infants are depraved. 

Circumcision was a seal of the righteousness of faith, 
or of the covenant of grace. It was also a sign of regen- 
eration, which is sometimes denominated the circum- 
cision of the heart. The application of this rite, there- 
fore, to infants, denoted that they were proper subjects of 
grace, and that they needed to be renewed by the Holy 
Ghost. 

The same is true of baptism, under the Christian dis- 
pensation. The outward washing of water is a striking 
symbol of the inward purification of the heart by the 
Holy Spirit ; and when applied to infants, it strikingly 
denotes that they stand ui need of that purification. 
Thus, tlicn, are three that bear witness on earth to the 
truth of this doctrine ; viz., the Spirit, the water, and the 
blood ; the Spirit, both by inspired declarations, and by 
his actual operations in renewing the heart ; the water 
in bap6sm ; and the blood of cii'cumcisioii and of atone- 
ment. 

To the view which I have taken of this subject tliere 
are some objections. 

Objection I. It is objected that infants do not know 
enough to be moral beings, and to possess a moral charao 
ter. Consequently tliey can not be sinners. 

But who is authorized to say this ? "Who is competent 

to decide that moral agency docs not commence with the 

first existence of the rational soul ? I know tliere are 

difficulties attending tins subject. We can not look iuti> 

18* H 
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the iniant mind. But God can. And who can tell what 
he discovers there ? I have sometimes thought, when ro- 
flectiug on tliis subject, that, perhaps, Gabriel, when look- 
ing upon us, insects as we arc, might entertain doubts 
whether we know enough to be moral and accoimtablc 
beings. You know what wonders the microscope has re- 
Tealed in the natural world. Suppose we had a moral 
microscope, by means of which we could analyze the 
thoughts and feelings of the infant mind. ^Vlio can tell 
what discoveries we might make ? But, Bpcculatiou apart, 
whatever may be the difficulties of admitting that iufantfi 
are moral and accountable beings, we must encounter 
greater ones if wo deny it, 

If infants are not moral beings, what are they ? Have 
they immortal souls, or have they not ? What relation do 
tliey sustain to God and his government ? If tlicy are 
mere animals, why do wo baptize them ? "Why do they 
need regeneration ? How is it possible that they should 
be regenerated ? How can they be redeemed by the blood 
of Christ ? What becomes of those who die in infancy I 
Are they saved ? — or lost ? — or annihilated ? Do these 
inquiries suggest no diHiculties ? 

To use the langm^e of another, " Tlio objector will 
eay that he docs not see how on infant, or a small cliild, 
can he an accountable being. Suppose that lie can not, 
Does this establish the objection ? Is his limited discern- 
ment the standard by which to decide the question ? In 
every infant he sees an immortal being. In the helpless 
and dependent babe, he discovers every member of the 
human body — not a limb, a muscle, or nerve, or sense is 
wanting, in any regularly-formed child ; and each re^ 
quires time, and health, and nourishment, to possess the 
strength and vigor of the adult. But suppose the child 
is without limbs ; are they cxjiected to be added ? ^ 
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out muscles ; are they to be subsequently introduced ? 
Without uervcs ; are they to be afterward incorporated ? 
Without tlic sense of seeing, bearing, smelling, feeling, 
tasting ; are they, one or all, to be exhibited in future 
Ufe ? Every one knows that these tilings can not be, ex- 
cept by a direct act of Omnipotence. But who is author^ 
ized to say that tlie soul comes from its Creator less per- 
fect tlian tlie casket that contains it ? Or who is au- 
thorized to say that the soul is in a dormant state for a 
moment, while at tlie same time the body is performing 
all its functions ? The soul is, from its very nature, 
active," 

It is admitted that whatever is necessary to constitute 
accountableuess in the case under consideration, exists in 
the faintest degree. The difference in the accountable- 
ness may be as great between an infant, or small child, 
and a man, as is the difference between the muscular 
strength of an infant and a man in the vigor of health. 
The degree of accountableness may be at the commence- 
ment immeasurably small. It may be as faint as the first 
ray of light in the eastern horizon in a cloudless morn- 
ing. But if every individual is not an accountable being 
when be comes into the world, — that is, in a faint degree, 
— he can he made so afterward only by the direct agency 
of Bim who made man fearfully and wonderfully. 

Objection II. The Scriptures teach that infants and 
young children are innocent. 

The first text to which wo are referred is Dent. i. 39. 
" Moreover, your little ones which ye said should be a 
prey, and your children which in that day bad no knowl- 
edge between good and evil, they shall go in thither, and 
unto them will I give it, and they shall possess it." 

This text refers to the murmurings of the children of 
Israel in the wilderness, when tho spies brought back an 
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evil report of the land of Canaan, in consequence of whic) 
tlie whole congregation, save Caleb and Joshua, and thfiM 
children who were too young to go forth to battle, wero T 
doomed to fall in the wilderness. By turning to the four- 1 
toentli chapter of Numbers, we shall find that the littla I 
ones mentioned in this passage, who were exempted frooa I 
tlie curse, were all under twenty years of age. If tliis tezt'J 
therefore proves any tiling to the objector's purpose, ii-fl 
proves that children are not moral agents, and are inno>f 
cent, till they are twenty years of age. 

But it is said, they had no knowledge between good &a.d 
evil. The meaning doubtless is, that they had no knowl- 
edge of good and evil in reference to this particular tiling. 
They did not participate in the rebellion of the rest of the 
congregation. All the males over twenty years of age 
were enrolled as warriors, and were required to engage 
in conflict. They, with tlio exception of Caleb and Joshua, 
murmured and rebelled. Those who were under that 
ago were not required to engage in the conflict. Of 
course they did not murmur. Neither the good nor tho -i 
evil were presented to them, and they had no knowledge I 
between them. 

We are next referred to Jonah iv. 11 : " And should 
not I spare Nineveh, that great city, where are more than 
six score thousand persons that can not discern betweeik i 
their right hand and their left hand ? " f 

In regard to this passage, I would observe that it is by% 
no means certain that it has reference to infants. The 
phrase, " can not discern between their right hand and 
their left," is a proverbial expression, denoting great 
ignorance. 

But supposing that it does refer to infants, and thati 
there was that number in the city ; this text decides uotU*-! 
ing as to the character of infants. It yet remains ta\ 



be shown that those who are not old enough to discern 
between their right hand and their left are not moral be- 
iDgs, and are not tainted with moral depravity. 

Besides : Tlie city was spared, not on account of the 
infants which it contained, but on account of the repents 
ance of its inhabitants. " God saw their works, that they 
turned from their evil way, and God repented of the evil 
that he said he would do unto them, and ho did it not." 

The text referred to by the objector may, perliaps, im- 
ply that there were six score tliousand ignorant people 
and children in tlie city, who Iiad not participated in the 
particular sins for which the destruction of the city was 
threatened ; and this may have been an additional reason 
for sparing it. But the primary reason is assigned in the 
text which I have just quoted. 

Besides : If it would have been unjust in God to destroy 
the city on account of the infants that wore in it, how 
could it have been just to threaten its destruction ? And 
how could it have been just to destroy the old world, and 
Sodom, aud the inhabitants of Canaan ? 

We arc next referred to Rom. ix. 11 : " For the cliil- 
dren, being not yet born, neither having done any good 
or evil." 

But what has this passage to do with the subject ? Our 
inquiry relates to the character of those who are born, and 
not of those wlio arc unborn. 

Again, — we are referred to Matt, xviii. 3 : " Except ya 
be converted, and become as little children, ye shall not 
enter into the kingdom of heaven." 

And did our Saviour mean to say, Except ye be con- 
verted, and become destitute of moral character, ye shall 
not enter into the kingdom of heaven ? If ho did not, 
this passage proves nothing to the objector's purpose. 

But it is evident that this passage has no reference to 
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the moral character of infants : if it had, the import of 
it would be, Except ye be converted, and become as little 
children, who go astray as soon as they be bom, speaking 
lies, ye shall not enter into the kingdom of heaven. 

Little children possess many naturally amiable qual- 
ities which strikingly represent the meek, humble, docile, 
confiding spirit which is essential to the Christian char- 
acter. It is to these, undoubtedly, that our Saviour 
refers. 




VI. 

THE DECItEES OF GOD. — L 

"The decrees of God," according to llio Westminster 
divines, " are his eternal purpose, according to the co«n- 
sel of Ills own will, wliereby, for his own glory, ho hath 
foreordained whatsoever comes to pass," 

The term decree^ when employed to denote God's pur- 
pose, is not often used in the Scriptures, It has this 
sense in the following passages. Psalm ii. 7 : " I will de- 
clare the decree." Dan. iv. 17 : " This matter is by the 
decree of the watchers, and this is the decree of the Most 
High." In the Now Testament God's decree is generally 
expressed by the words foreordination, coumel, purpose, 
toil/, pleasure, OT appoirUvieni. 

The doctrine of decrees has been more violently op- 
posed, and more strenuously controverted, than almost 
Kny other doctrine of the Calvinistic system. 

My first object will be to ascertain what the doctrine is ; 
and this is the more necessary, on accoimt of the misrep- 
resentations of it, both by avowed adversaries and pro- 
fes-sed friends. 

The definition above ^ven from the Assembly's Cate- 
chism is, I believe, regarded as correct by Calvinists gen- 
erally. I know not, indeed, tliat any Calvinistic writer 
has questioned its correctness. 

But what construction is to be put upon this language? 
By the purpose of God is meant his pleasure, will, or 
choice. But these terms aro used in the Soriptures with 
(2U} 
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Bome latitude of meaning. When it is stud that all things' 
come to pass according to God's eternal purpose, or pleas- 
ure, the meauiug is not that God is pleased with every 
thing which exists, viewed in itself. A thing in itself 
may be displeasing to God, when, all things considered, it 
may be his will or pleasure that it should exist. I knowl 
that this distinction has ofteu been ridiculed ; but if 
mistake not, it is clearly recognized, although not foN* 
mally stated, in the Scriptures. For example ; In 
considered, God has no pleasure in the death of the 
wicked ; yet, all things considered, it is his pleasure that 
the wicked shall die, for " the day of vengeance is in his 
heart." lii itself considered, God had no pleasure in the 
sufferings of his Son ; but, all tilings considered, it was 
his pleasure that his Son should suffer, for " it pleased the 
Lord to bruise him." In itself considered, God has nO 
pleasure in the afilictions of his people, for " he doth not 
afflict willingly ; " but, all things considered, it is his 
pleasure to afflict them ; for " whom the Lord loveth he 
chasteneth." 

This distinction is very important, and without keeping 
it in view, it is impossible to reconcile different parts of 
the Scriptures with each other, and flio perfections of God 
with facts. 

With this distinction in view, it is easy to see, that some 
things may bo contrary to the will of God in one sense, 
when it is, on the whole, his will or purpose that they 
should exist. It is no contradiction to say that a thing 
may be in one sense very undesirable, and in another 
sense very desirable. Viewed in itself, it may be unde- 
sirable ; but viewed in connection with other tilings, it 
maybe desirable. For example: It is very undesirable, 
in itself, to a pious parent, that his child should be sick ; 
but if ho could see that the sickness of his child would be 
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tlie means of his conversion and salvation, in that case, he 
would view it as very desirable. Suppose that a wise and 
benevolent king should foresee that an act of treason was 
about to be committed in his kingdom, which he is able 
to prevent. Suppose he sees that by suffering the crime 
to be committed and tlie perpetrator to be punished accord- 
ing to law, he could secure a higher good to his kingdom 
than ho could secure by interposing for the prevoQ- 
tion of the crime. Would he not, under these circum- 
Btauces, prefer, all things considered, that the crime 
should be committed ; and might he not still say with 
truth, tliat he had no pleasure in treason, or the death of 
the traitor, (that is, in themselves considered.) And 
may not God say, with truth, that ho has no pleasure in 
wickedness, or in the death of the wicked, and at the 
same time say that it is, on tlie whole, his pleasure 
that sin Ehould exist, and that the wicked should 
perish? 

It is not implied, therefore, in the doctrine of decrees, 
that all things which exist are, in every sense, agreeable 
to the will of God. Sin, so far from being thus agreeable 
to his will, is, in one sense, utterly opposed to his will. It 
is opposed to his will as expressed in his law. But there 
is evidently a distinction between God's preceptive will and 
his purpose. If there is not, then whatever God has com- 
manded to be done he has purposed, or determined, shall 
be done. Consequently, in every instance in which his 
law is violated, his purpose is frustrated. But God has 
said, " My counsel shall stand, and I will do all my 
pleasure." 

When it is said that God has purposed or foreordained 

e existence of sin, it is to bo carefully kept in mind that 

he has not purposed it for its own sake. To adopt tho 

language of Edwards, " God does not will sin as sin, or 

19 




218 



LECTURES. 



for the sake of any thing evil, though it be his pleasure so 

to ordor tilings, that, ho permitting, sin will come to pass, 
for the sake of tiio great good that by his disposal shall 
bo the consequence." With this agrees the language of 
Bellamy and of Hopkins. Dr. Bellamy says, " The doo- 
trino of the visdom of God, in the permission of sin, sup- 
poses sin in itself, and in all its natural tendencies, to be 
infinitely evil, infinitely contrary to the bouor of God and 
the good of tlic system. For herein consists tho wisdom 
of God in tlie affair, not in bringing good out of good, but 
in bringing iniinite good out of inHnite evil, and never 
Budering one sin to happen in all his dominions ; but 
which, notwithstanding its infinitely evil nature and ten- 
dency, infinite wisdom can and will overrule for greater 
good on the whole." Dr. Hopkins says, *' Moral evil is, 
in itself considered, most odious, hurtful, and undesirable ; 
but in the hands of omnipotence, infinite wisdom, and 
goodness, it may be introduced into the most perfect plan 
or system, and bo so disposed and counteracted in its do- 
ture and tendency as to be a necessary part of it, in order 
to render it most complete and desirable." 

I am aware that it has liecn maintained by some who 
claim to bo Galvinists, that sin is not only evil in its nature 
and tendency, but that its existence is, on the whole, a 
detriment to the universe ; that holiness in a moral sys- 
tem is in all instances preferable, on tlie whole, to sin in 
its stead ; and that God, bad it been possible to him in 
the nature of things, would have secured universal holi- 
ness in his moral kingdom. They maintain, of course, 
that " tho system or plan which God has adopted, does not 
include sin as an integral part of it ; " that " God pre- 
fers, all things considered, holiness to sin, in all instances 
in which the latter takes place ; " and that he permits 
(or rather submits to} the existence of sin, because it il 
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impoBsible for him to prevent its existence in a moral 
Bystcm. These views have been thus illustrated : " The 
wheels of a watch are tho necessary means of regulating 
the motion of its hands. The friction of those wheels is 
necessary to the existence of such a macliinc. Each 
wheel, in its character of a means, constitutes an integral 
part of the system of machinery, devised and executed by 
the artist. Friction is no part of that eystera. It is an 
evil to which he submits — alimitation on tho exercise of 
his skill, resulting from tho nature of the materials of 
which the watch is made. The direct tendency of every 
wheel, if properly adjusted, is to produce tho desired 
result. There is no such tendency in friction. It is 
an evil to be encountered, and, as far as possible, set 
aside." 

The object of this illustration is to show that sin bears 
the same relation to tho moral system planned by Jeho- 
vah, that friction bears to the mechanism of a watch. It 
is no part of the system. It is on evil to which God sub- 
mils — a limitation on the exercise of his skill, resulting 
from the nature of the materials of which the moral uni- 
verse is composed. 

Let us look a moment at tins representation. Sin is aa 
evil to wtiich God svbinits — a very appropriate word to 
express the idea. Not an evil which he permits, because 
he sees he can so overrule it as to render it subservient to 
a wise and benevolent end ; but an evil to which he sub- 
mita from absolnto necessity, which ho would gladly 
avoid if it were possible, but which, to his unspeakable 
regret, he is obliged to encounter, with tlio certainty of 
being utterly unable to remove it, or to convert it to any 
valuable end. It is a limitation on the exercise of his 
skill. And is the skill of tho divine Architect limited! 
Is not his wisdom infinite ? And is not his work perfect ? 
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But this limitation of his skill, it is said, results from 
nature of the materials of which the universe is mat 
And who is the author of these materials ? Was the divii 
Architect obliged, like the artist, to construct his systei 
of materials already made ? — materials which had come 
into existence without any purpose or agency of liis, and 
which are altogether different from such as he should have 
preferred ? Or are not the materials themselves tlie work 
of his own hands? And did he not make just such mate- 
rials of which to construct his system as he chose to make I 
Could ho not liave created different materials ? Was he 
not competent to plan a perfect system ? And was not he, 
wlio created all things out of nothing, able to bring into 
being just such materials as ho would prefer to use ? Are 
not his power and his wisdom unlimited? Why, then, 
should it bo thought that the materials of wliich the moral 
tmiverso is composed, constitute a limitation of his skill ? 
Whether tliese views are agreeable to the word of God 
will be considered in the sequel. My present inquiry 
is, whether they are consistent with the doctrine of 
divine decrees, as it has ever been maintained by Cah 
ists. And here permit me to ask. Can it bo maintained' 
with truth, that God, for his own glory, has foreordained 
that which is not for his glory, and which he can not ever 
overrule for his glory ? Has he foreordained that which 
is no part of his system — that wMch ho would gladly 
prevent if it were in his power — but to which he submits 
from dire necessity ? Who ever lieard that an artist ever 
foreordained the existence of friction ? Or that any being 
ever purposed or chose that a tiling should exist, when 
he preferred, all things considered, that something else 
should exist in its stead ? If God does prefer, all things 
considered, holiness to sin in all instances in which the 
latter takes place, then it is his pleasure or choice, all' 
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things considered, that sin should not exist ; for certainly 
it would not exist, if holiness, in all instances, should 
exist in its stead. Consequently, he hath not decreed 
its existence ; and it can not be true that he hatli fore- 
ordained whatsoever comes to pass. How is it possible 
for him to prefer, on any account, the existence of sin, if, 
all things considered, — that is, on all accounts, — he 
prefers something else in its stead, in all instances. Until 
this question can bo satisfactorily answered, the views to 
which I have referred must be regarded as utterly irreo- 
OQcilable with the doctrine of the divine decrees. 

And here I would remark that, while these views have 
never been maintained, to my knowledge, by any writer 
who professed to believe in tliis doctrine, till quite ro- 
cantly, they have boon uniformly maintained by those 
who have denied it. The grand objection of Armiuians 
to the doctriue of decrees, is, that it involves the position 
that God must have purposed or decreed the existence of 
wn. And when they have been asked why God did not 
prevent the existence of sin, unless it was his purpose, on 
the whole, that it should exist, their reply has been in- 
variably, in substance, as follows : God could not have 
prevented the existence of sin without destroying the 
moral agency of his creatures ; in other words, he could 
not have prevented all sin in a moral universe. Thus 
Mr. Fletcher, the distinguished advocate of the Wesleyan 
system, represents the divine Being as saying, " I foresaw, 
indeed, that by a final contempt of my grace, many would 
bring destruction upon themselves ; but having wisely de- 
creed to make a world of probationers and free agents, I 
could not necessarily incline their wills to obedience, witli- 
out robbing them of free agency, without foolislily defeating 
tlio counsel of my own mind, and absurdly spoiling the 
work of my own hands." Tlius, also, the author of the 
19- 
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" Errors of Hopkinsianisra," an aTOwed Arminian, saj 
" No doubt but God sought the greatest good of the xaA» 
verse, consistently with his own nature and the nature of 
man ; and consisteiitlj with these natures, the greatest 
good is obtained, because man refuses to have more, 
part of tlie human race clioose death in tlie error of their 
ways ; and to have made man a necessary agent would 
have been to moke liim any thing beside an intelligent 
creature," 

The principle assumed by both of these writers (aoft' 
the same is true of Arminians generally) is, that God 
could not have prevented the existence of sin without 
robbing man of free agency, and making him a necessary 
agent. 

Should it be said that those who maintain tliat God 
decreed the existence of a moral system, with the fore- 
knowledge that sin would be necessarily incidental to it, 
do virtually maintain that he decreed the existence of 
Bin, — I reply, This view of the divine decrees Arminians 
have always been ready to admit ; but they have not 
understood this to be the CaMnistic doctrine, nor has it 
been so understood by Calvinists themselves. The doc- 
trine which they have maintained is, that the present 
system is the best conceivable system ; that it is the very 
system which God preferred to all others ; and that, noK 
withstanding the sin and misery which it include: 
result in a higher display of the divine glory, and in 
greater amount of good, than any other system of wh!( 
the infinite mind could conceive. They have never 
posed that God was unable to secure universal holiness i) 
his moral kingdom, but have uniformly maintained thai 
he permitted sin to exist because he foresaw that he could 
so overrule it, and counteract its tendencies, as to render 
it conducive to tlio highest good of the universe. They 
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believe that he can bring good out of evil, and light out 
of darkness, and that he will make the wrath of man to 
praise him, and restrain the remainder. They believe 
that his character is perfect, that his plan is perfect, that 
his work is perfect, and that nothing will be permitted to 
exist which was not included in liis eternal ]Hirposo, and 
which will not bo rendered subservient to his great and 
glorious designs. 

This I understand to he the doctrine of the divine 
decrees. 

The proof of this doctrine from the Scriptures is very- 
abundant. 

There are some passages which directly teach the doc- 
trine in general, and others whicli bring into view the 
purpose of God in relation to particular events. Of the 
first class the following are examples. Isa. xlvi. 9, 10 : 
*' I am God, and there is none else ; I am God, and there 
is none like me ; declaring the end from the beginning, 
and from ancient times the things tliat are not yet done ; 
saying, My counsel shall stand, and I will do all my pleas- 
ure." It is here asserted that God has a counsel or pui> 
pyse, that it embraces all things from tlic beginning to 
the end, and tliat hia purpose will bo accomplished. 
Job xxiii, 1.3 : " But he is in one mind ; who can turn 
him ? and what his soul desireth, even that he doeth." 
Ps. cxxsv. 6 : " Whatsoever the Lord pleased, that did he 
in heaven, and in earth, and in all deep places." In 
these passages it is expressly aflii-med that the Lord hath 
done wliatsoever he pleased. If this is true, he has 
brouglit to pass whatever he chose to bring to pass, and 
has prevented the existence of every thing which he chose 
to prevent. Consequently every thing wliicli exists iB 
according to his purpose. If the present system of 
things is not, on the whole, the best system which infir 
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uito wisdom could devise, — if there are things in itwhich 
he would have been glad to prevent, but which he has not 
prevented, — then ho has not done whatsoever he pleased. 
His design is frustrated, and he can not contemplate the 
imiversc which he has made with entire satisfaction. The 
followiug texts aro equally decisive. Rev. iv. 11 : " Thou 
art wortliy, Lord, to receive glory and honor, for thou 
hast created all things, and for thy pleasure tlicy are and 
were created." Dan. iv. 35 : " He docth according to his 
will in the army of heaven, and among the inhabitants of 
the earth ; and none can stay his handj or say unto him, 
What doost thou?" In the first of these passages, we 
are taught that God had an end in view in the creation of 
all thing?, that this end was liis own pleasure, and that 
all things exist for this end. If this end is not answered, 
it will be because God is not able to accomplish it. But 
in the last passage it is affirmed that none can stay hia 
hand, and that he actually dootli according to his will, 
both in heaven and on earth. The end, therefore, which 
he had in view in creation will he accomplished. Rom. 
xi. S6 : " For of him, and through him, and to him are 
all things." Of him, as they derive tlieir being from l^s 
creating power. Through him, or by him. as they are by 
him uplicld in being. To him, as they are made subser- 
vient to his grand design, the display of liis perfections. 
Ps. x.\siii. 11 : " The counsel of tlie Lord standeth for- 
ever, and the thoughts of his heart to all generations." 
Eph. i. 11 : " Who worketh all tilings after tlie counsel 
of his own will." Tlie passages wliich have been cited go 
to establish the doctrine in general. 

I will now adduce some passages which bring into view 
the purpose of God in relation to particular events, from 
whicli it will appear that his purposes extend not only to 
the natural, but to the moral world. That the eveai 
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of the natural world were foreordained, few, probably, will 
deny ; especially, such events aa aro brought to pass by 
tho direct agency of God. It will be admitted that he 
has established tho laws of nature, and established them 
with a view to tlio results which are actually brought to 
pass. Tho main question is, whether his government 
extends equally to the moral world, and whether the 
actions of moral t^nts are included in his purposes. On 
this point the testimony of the Scriptures is abundant and 
decisive. My limits will permit mo to recite but a small 
part of tliis testimony. 

Mankind clioose their place of residence in this world ; 
yet God " hath determined the bounds of their habitar 
tion." 

The termination of human life is often brought about 
by the agency of men. Yet it is written, (Job vii. 1,) " Is 
there not an appointed time to man upon the earth ? " 
Again, (Job xiv, 5,) " His days aro determined ; the 
number of his months is with thee ; thou hast appointed 
his bounds that lie can not pass." 

The events which relate to communities and nations, 
to the rise and fall of kingdoms, are brought to pass by 
human agency ; yet these events were foreordained. 
Isa. xiv. 24-27 : " The Lord of hosts hath sworn, say- 
ing, Sui-ely as I have thought, so shall it come to pass, 
and as I have purposed, so shall it stand, that I will 
break the Assyrian in my land, and upon my mountains 
tread him under foot. This is the purpose that is pur- 
posed upon the whole earth ; and this is the hand that is 
stretched out upon all nations. For the Lord of hosts 
hath purposed, and who sliall disannul it ? " 

Nebuchadnezzar was deposed by tlio agency of men ; 
yet this event was foreordained. Dan. iv. 24, 25 : " This 
is tfic decree of the Most High, which is come upon my 
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lord the king, that they should drivo thee from men; 
and thy dwelling shall be with the beasts of the field." 
Again, vcr. 17 : " This matter is by the decree of the 
watcliers, and tlie demand by the word of the holy ones, 
to the intent that tlio living may know that tlie Most 
High rnleth in the kingdom of men, and ^vetb it to 
whomsoever he will." 

God purposed the destruction of Tyre, although it was 
destroyed by the hands of men. Isa. xxiii. 8, 9 ; " Who 
liatli taken this counsel against Tyre. The Lord of Iiosts 
hath purposed it, to stain the pride of all glory, and to 
bring into contempt all the honorable of the earth." God 
purposed tliat Cyrus should destroy Babylon, restore the 
captive Jews, and rebuild their city and temple. Thus it 
is written, (Isa. xlri. 10, 11,) "My counsel shall stand, 
and I will do all my pleasure ; calling a ravenous bird 
from the east, tlic man tliat executeth my counsel from a 
far country. Yea, I have spoken it ; I will also do it." 
Again : " That saith of Cyrus, He is my shepherd, and 
shall perform all my pleasure, even saying to Jerusalem, 
Thou shalt be built, and to the temple. Thy foundation 
shall be laid." God purposed that Joseph should be sold 
into Egypt ; and yet this divino purpose was accomplished 
by the voluntary conduct of liis brethren. He said to 
his bi-ctlmjn, .(Gen. xlv. 7,) " God sent me before you to 
preserve you a posterity in the earth, and to save your 
lives by a great deliverance." 

God has determined who of mankind shall embrace 
the gospel, as appears from the following, and many other 
passages of Scripture. Acts xiii, 48 : " As many as 
were ordained to eternal life believed." 2 Tim, i. 9 : 
" Wlio hath saved us, and called us with a holy calluig, 
not according to our works, biit according to liis own pur- 
pose and grace, which were giveu us in Clirist Jesus \ 
fore the world began." 
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That the purposes of God extend to tlie voluntary 
octioits of men, is eWdeiit from what is said of tlie cruci- 
fixion of Christ. Luke xxii. 22 : " Truly the Son of man 
goeth, as it was determined of Iiim : but woe unto that 
mau by whom he is betrayed." Acts ii. 23 : " Him, being 
deHvered by the determinate counsel and foreknowledge 
of God, ye have taken, and with wicked hands have cru- 
cified and slain." Acts iv, 27,28: "For of a truth, 
against thy holy child Jesus, whom thou hast anointed, 
both Herod and Pontius Pilate, with the Gentiles, and 
people of Israel, were gatliered together for to do whatso- 
ever thy hand and thy counsel determined before to be 
done." What language could he plainer or more deci- 
sive than this ? 

Tbal the purposes of Gfod extend to the voluntary 
sctious of men, is also evident from all those passages of 
Scripture which represent divine judgments as inflicted 
by the hands of men. Tliese passages are very numerous. 
I shall mention only a few. 2 Sam. xxiv. 1 : " The 
anger of the Lord was kindled against Israel, and he 
moved David to say, Go, number Israel." 1 Kings xi. 14 : 
"And the Lord stirred up an adversary to Solomon, Har- 
dad tlie Edomito." Tlie Psalmist says, (Ps. Ixvi. 10-12,) 
" For thou, God, bast proved us ; thou hast tried ub as 
silver is tried. Tliou brouglitest us into the net. Thou 
hast caused men to ride over our heads." It is said of 
Jehoiakim. (2 Kings xxiv. 2,) " And the Lord sent against 
him bands of the Chaldees, and bands of Syrians, and 
bonds of tlie Moabites, and bands of the children of Am- 
mon, and sent them against Jiidah to destroy it." Pas- 
sages of this description might be citod in great abun- 
dance. Most of tho judgments sent upon the Jews were 
infiictod by tlio hands of men ; and yet tliey are repre- 
sentod as judgments of God, and were thus regarded. 
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Let any one read with attention and candor the historical 
part of the Bible, and ho can not hut obsene the liand of 
God in all the events there recorded. Let liim also read 
the prophecies of Isaiah and Jeremiah, and notice the 
denunciations against Egypt, Babylon, Tyre, and olher 
ancient cities and kingdoms ; and then let liim recollect 
that these denunciations were executed by the hands 
of men. 

To the foregoing texts I might add those which exhibit 
the divine Being as exerting a controlling iufluenco 
over the hearts and conduct of moral agents ; such as 
the following : Prov. xxi. 1 : " The king's heart is in the 
hand of the Lord ; as the rivers of water, he turneth it 
whithersoever he will." Jer, x. 23 : " The way of man 
is not in himself; it is not in man that walketh to direct 
his steps." 

But it is not necessary to multiply quotations. The 
Bible is replete with evidence in support of this doctrine. 
I know of no doctrine in support of which a greater mass 
of scriptural evidence can be adduced. 

I have dwelt the longer on this source of evidence, to 
show how little ground there is for the assertion that this 
doctrine is one of those secret things wliich belong to 
God ; and not one of those which are revealed, and which 
belong to us and to our children. 
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In further proof of the doctrine of the divUie decrees, 
I lay down these two propositions, viz. : — 

I. Whatever God does, he always intended to do- 
ll. Whatever God pomiite to be done, he always in- 
tended to permit. 

These propositions are so nearly self-evident, that I pre- 
sume they will not be questioned by any one who believeB 
in the perfection of the divine character. It will not 
surely be pretended that God ever acts without choosing 
to act, or that he ever permits what he might hinder, 
without choosing to permit it. Nor will it be denied that 
be is uncbaiigcablc, " the same yesterday, to-day, and for- 
ever." This being conceded, it is eWdent that he has no 
new designs. Whatever he once chooses, he always chose. 
The above propositions, therefore, may be regarded as 
incontrovertible truths. 

Now, if it can bo shown that any event has come to 
pass independently of the divine agency, or the divine 
permission, I will give up the doctrine in question. But 
if no such event ever has, or ever will, come to pass, the 
doctrine must be considered as resting on a firm founda- 
tion. As to those events which are brought to pass by 
the direct agency of God, there certainly can bo no ques- 
tion. And I know not that it has ever been made a ques- 
tion. If there is any question, it must relate to those 
events which are brought to pass by the voluntary &genef 
20 caas) 
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of created beings. Perhaps it may be thought that if 
though these events are permitted, yet this permission 
does not imply any design or purpose, on tlie part of God, 
that tliey should take place. But, I would ask, could he 
not have prevented these events, had lie chosen ? If you 
say yes, then I ask. Why did he not prevent them ? The 
only answer is, He did not choose to prevent them. But 
if he did not choose to prevent them, it was, on tlie 
whole, his choice that they should come to pass. 

The common way of attempting to evade the force of 
this reasoning is by saying, tliat God would not have 
prevented tlie existence of sin in a moral system. But 
" is any thing too hard for the Lord ? " Has he created 
a world which he can not govern ? Are the creatures 
whom he has made, and who are dependent on him for 
all their powers, and who are placed in the very circum- 
stances in which he chose to place them, so independent 
of him that ho can not control their conduct at bis pleas- 
ure ? Is he not almighty ? And are any limits to be set 
to almighty power ? Does it not imply power to do any 
thing which is an object of power ? Now it is an object 
of power to control the conduct of moral agents. It is 
what God has done, what he is continually doing, and 
what ho has promised to do. He has preserved tho holy 
angels from apostasy. He has, in innumerable ways, im- 
posed restraiats upon the conduct of wicked men. Ho is 
continually renewing the hearts of wicked men, and turn- 
ing their feet into the way of his testimonies. And he has 
promised that all true believers shall be kept by the power 
of God through faith unto salvation. He is able to keep 
them from falling, and to present them faultless before 
the presence of his glory. God claims it as his preroga- 
tive to control, at pleasure, the moral conduct of his crea- 
tures. " The king's heart is in the hand of the Lord ; t 
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the rivers of water, he turueth it whithersoever he will." 
" The way of man is not in himself ; it is not in man that 
walketh to direct his steps." " The heart of man dcvis- 
etli his way, but the Ijord directeth his steps." For God 
to control tho actions of moral agents, therefore, is a 
proper object of power. Consequently, if God is almighty, 
he could have prevented all sin in a moral system, had 
he chosen to do so. But sin exists. God, therefore, 
did not choose to prevent it, which is tho same as to 
say, that it was, on tlie whole, his purpose that it should 
exist. 

If, then, it is true that whatever God has brought to 
pass by his direct agency, he always intended to bring to 
pass, and whatever he has permitted to be done, he 
always intended to permit, we are brought irresistibly to 
tho conclusion, that he hath foreordained whatsoever comes 
to pass. 

In further support of this doctrine, I will mention some 
of the consequences necessarily involved in the denial 
of it. 

1, To deny this doctrine necessarily involves the de- 
nial of some one or more of tho essential attributes of 
God. 

If God is infinitely good, it must have been his choice 
from eternity that the best possible system of things 
should exist. If ho is omniscient, he was able to see 
what would be the best system. If ho is almighty, he 
was able to bring into being the system which he saw to 
be the best. If, then, the present system, including what- 
eoever comes to pass, is not the best possible system, and 
that which the divine Being eternally chose, it must be 
because he does not possess these attributes. 

Let us suppose, for a. moment, that some things have 
come to pass which are not, on the whole, for the best. 



LEOTDBEB. 



and which God novor intended should exist. If we make 
tliis supposition wo must say either that God did not fore- 
see the thiflgs supposed ; or that, foreseeing them, he was 
indifferent whether they existed or not ; or that he was 
unable to prevent thera. If we say that any thing has 
come to pass which God did not foresee, we deny his om- 
niscience. If we say ho was indifferent respecting the 
existence of tilings wliich he foresaw would ho, on tbe. 
whole, a detriment to the system, we deny lus henevoleni 
If we say that he was unable to prevent them, we dei 
his omnipotence. In either case we deny one of 
essential attributes of God. 

Again : If God is omniscient, all things were foreknoi 
by him from eternity. Consequently, it was certain fri 
eternity that they would come to pass. Manifest as is 
truth of this position, it has been virtually denied. It 
said by Fletcher, that " because God's knowledge is 
finite, he knows future contingencies." 

Again : " Ono of our great objections to Calvinism 
that it so shackles God's infinite knowledge of future con- 
tingencies, or of those events which depend on man's un- 
necessitated choice, absurdly supposing that God knows 
what he ahsolntely decrees, and no more." 

What does Mr. Fletcher mean by future contingencies 
Does he mean events whicli may or may not liappcn 
so, in what sense docs lio suppose them to be foreknown ? 
To foreknow an event, ns contingent, is to foreknow that 
it may or may not liappen ; that is, that it is doubtful or 
ancertain whether it will happen or not. This entirely 
destroys the idea of foreknowledge. Let us suppose that 
God foreknew the treachery of Judas as a contingent, 
event. In that case he foreknow that possibly Jut 
would betray Christ, and that possibly he would not 
tray him. In other words, he foreknew that it was uni 
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taiu whether he would betray him or not ; which is the 
same as to say, that ho did not know whether the event 
would como to pass or not. This is plainly denying that 
the event was foreknown at all. It is ascribing to tlie 
divine Being barely the knowledge of his own ignorance ; 
that is, it is representing him as being conKcioiis from 
eternity that he did not, and could not, foreknow what 
would be the actions of moral agents. 

Should it be said tliat God foreknew that Judas would 
betray Christ, and at the same time foreknew it as a con- 
tingent event, I reply, This is the same as to say that a 
thing may bo certain and uncertain at the same lime, and 
may bo known to be so. That is, God may know that a 
thing will certainly take place, and at the same time may 
know tliat it is doubtful or uncertain whether it will take 
place or not. Nothing can be plainer than that the fore- 
knowledge of an event implies that the event is certain. 
But if it was from eternity certain that things will come 
to pass as tliey do come to pass, the question arises. What 
rendered it certain ? It was the purpose of God, or it 
was something else. If it was something else, tlicn some- 
thing else beside God has existed from eternity ; and that 
which rendered the future existence of all things certain, 
might have bronght them into being if there had been no 
God. This leads to atheism. But we know tliat God 
only has existed from eternity; and if it was eternally 
certain that all things would come to pass as they do come 
to pass, it must have been his purpose which rendered it 
certain. Knowledge supposes tho existence of evidence. 
It is absurd to say that a thing can be known of which 
there is absolutely no evidence. If, then, God did eter- 
nally foreknow all things, there was from eternity evi- 
denco to his mind that they would exist. What was this 
evidence? In the ogcs of eternity, when nothing eiisted 
20* 
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but Jehovah, what was there to render the future ezial 
ence of every thiug certaiu but the purposes of his owfti 
mind ? Did it uot depend ou the will of God whether 
any thing but himself should exist ? How, tlicn, could 
he know whether any thing, and if any thing, what things, 
would exist, except by knowing wlmt ho had determined 
to bring into being ? How did he know that this world 
would exist ? He knew that lie had determined lo cre- 
ate it. 

Aside from this, there was no evidence that tlie world 
would exist ; and liad not this determination existed in 
the divine mind, the future existence of the world could 
not have been known. How did God know that Adam 
would exist ? He knew tliat he had determined to create 
him. How did he know what the conduct of Adam 
would be ? He knew what sort of being he had deter- 
mined to create, with what powers and susceptibilities he 
would be endowed, in what circumstances lie would bo 
placed, and to what influences bo would be exposed ; and 
he knew liow a being thus constituted, and thus situated, 
would act. The same may be said in reference to the 
conduct of every individual of the human race. God is 
the Creator of all men ; and ho infallibly knew what the 
conduct of each individual would be if created and 
placed in particular circumstances. By determining, 
therefore, to create them and place them in tlie cir- 
cumstances in which lie has placed them, he did virtu- 
ally determine that their actions should exist. To resolve 
to perform an action which is foreseen to be infallibly 
connected with certain consequences is to resolve that 
those consequences shall come to pass. If, therefore, we 
deny the doctrine in question, we must, to be consistent, 
deny tlie divine foreknowledge, and consequently tho 
divine omniscience. 



BS OF GOD. 



235 



2. A, denial of this doctrine exhibits the Governor of 
tlie universe as a disappointed being. 

If the present system of things is not, as God, ou the 
Thole, designed it should be, he is crossed in his designs, 
which is the very meaning of disappointment. We al- 
ways say a being is disappointed when his purpose is 
thwarted, or when things take place differently from what 
he intended. K, then, things have taken place in the 
universe differently from what God intended, he is dis- 
appointed. His plan is frustrated, liis counsel does not 
fit&nd, and lie does not do all his pleasure. 

But it has been said, " God, in his infinite wisdom and 
power, has made free agents in order to display his good- 
ness in rewarding them, if tliey believe and obey, and liis 
justice in punisliing them, if they prove faithless and dis- 
obedient. Whichever of the two, therefore, comes to 
pass, God is no more disconcerted, disappointed, or em- 
barrassed, than a lawgiver and judge who acquits or 
condemns criminals according to his own law and their 
works." 

This does not reach the point at issue. The question 
is, Had God any design or purpose in relation to tlic con- 
duct and destiny of his creatures ? If you say no, then 
you affirm that ho created them without any end, and 
consequently that he acted without any motive or reason. 
If you say yes, then you must admit that his design 
will be accomplished, or it will not. If it will not bo 
accomplished, it will be frustrated, which is tlic same us 
to say that he will be disappointed. 

Should it be said that although God's design is crossed, 
still he is not disappointed, because he eternally foreknew 
what would come to pass, — I answer, Tliis, so far from re- 
lieving, only increases the difficulty ; for it represents tliQ 
di\-inc Being not only as being disappointed, but as etcr- 
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nallj fopeknowing that lie Bhould be disappointed, t 
tbat, too, while he had power to prevent it. But can n 
suppose that the almighty Rider of the universe has sid 
fered his doBigns to be crossed ? Especially can we 
pose that he has adopted a system of creation and prort 
dence which he eternally foresaw would issue in 
of events utterly subversive of his own designs ? All tl 
is involved in a denial of the doctrine in question. 

3. To deny this doctrine is to represent the divine I 
ing as unhappy. How can he be perfectly happy if 1 
is cojistantly crossed in his designs ? To be happy ii 
be pleased. To bo perfectly happy is to be perfectly 
pleased. It implies the full gratification of every desire. 
Ungratified desire implies uneasuiess and discontent, 
which constitute the very essence of luihappiness. Now, 
if all things are not, on the whole, as God chooses to have 
them, tlien it is his desire that they should be otherwise. 
Consequently he is not satisfied with them as they are ; 
and if lie is not satisfied, he certainly is not as happy as 
lie would be if things were according to his mind. But 
if he could be more happy than ho now is, then be is not 
now perfectly happy. Moreover, if, as tliis scheme sup- 
poses, innumerable events are constantly taking place, 
crossing to his designs, events, too, of infinite moment, 
such OS must cause unspeakable regret, tlien be is contin- 
ually and infinitely unliappy. And is this the situation 
in which the infinitely blessed God is placed ? Does he 
sit on the throne of his glory, and look down on a part of 
his creation with regret, and sorrow, and pain ? Must he 
pass eternal ages m lamenting the defeat of his own 
plana, and that, too, wlien he wields the scepter of uni- 
versal empire ? and when he might, iji an instant, change 
the whole face of creation, or blot it out of being, and 
create another universe to his liking ? Who can believe 
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this, and bcliere also in the perfection of the divine char- 
acter? 

4. A denial of the doctrine of decrees is a virtual de- 
nial of God's universal providence. The providence of 
God most surely can not be more extensive tlian liis pur- 
poses ; for, as I have already shown, whatever God docs, 
he always intended to do. He worketh all tilings after the 
couusel of his own will. If, then, the providence of God 
extends to all events, his purposes extend to all events. 
Consequently, no event will be Buffered to take place 
which is not, on the whole, according to his purpose. 
But those who deny the doctrine of decrees suppose that 
millions of events are taking place every hour, and every 
moment, which God never intended should take place, 
If this is so, in what way is tlic providence of God con- 
cerned in those events ? If in any way, it must be in 
fruitless efforts to prevent tliem. And is this what is 
meant when it is said that the providence of God extends 
to aJl events ? Is the divine Being unceasingly employed 
in endeavoring to prevent the defeat of bis own purposes, 
and still obliged to see his plan thwarted, and his designs 
crossed, in innumerable instances, every moment ? Is 
this the government of God, a government which, indeed, 
is no government — a fruitless effort to govern — an effort 
repeated every moment, and every moment defeated ? 
la this the universal providence of God? With what 
propriety or consistency is it said that the pro\-idcnce of 
God extends to all the actions of men, so long as it is 
maintained that man, in the exercise of his freedom, is 
constantly defeating the divine purposes ? What govern- 
ment lias God over tlie actions of men, so long as those 
actions are constantly baffling every effort which liis in- 
finite wisdom can devise, and his almighty power employ, 
to restrain them ? Surely this amounts to no govern- 
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meiit ; and according to these views, God ia not 1 
Governor of tlie world. If God governs the world, 
governs it according to his purpose. He brings 
whatever lie chooses to bring to pass, and prevents whi 
ever he does not clioose to permit, and so orders t 
course of events as to accomplish his wise and benevolent 
designs. But according to Uie views which I am op- 
posing, millions of events have transpired, and are contin- 
ually transpiring, utterly subversive of the divine designs ; 
and tlie world, so far from being as God, on the whole, 
prefers it should be, is, in many respects, directly the 
reverse of what he intended. If, then, we deny the doo- 
trine of foreordination, we must give up the doctrine of & 
universal providence, and with it all the consolation vhxdk 
it is suited to afford. No longer let the joyful anthem 6 
repeated, " The Lord reigns ; let the earth rejoice." NoH 
longer let tlie pious soul rest hi the confidence that all 
events will conspire to the accomplishment of the greatest 
good, for there is no certainty that the greatest good will 
be effected. Nay, there is decisive evidence to the con- 
trary. For however benevolent may be the designs of 
God, if he can not so govern the world as to insure the 
accomplishment of his designs, the end which he had ia 
view will fail. 

Besides : If the designs of God are frustrated in one 
instance, liow do we know that they will not be in all? 
And what certainty can there be tliat the progress of 
events, instead of issuing in the greatest good, will not 
issue in the greatest evil ? Indeed, if we admit that the 
designs of God may be frustrated, we are at once thrown 
into a world of darkness, and there is not one ray of light 
to cheer and console the benevolent mind. 

Now, the scheme which I am opposing does suppose 
that the designs of God have been fi'ustrated in iuuumer- 
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able instances. It Bupposos that " God made man vith a 
design that he should know, love, and be happy with God 
forever." It supposes, at the same time, that a part of 
the human race do defeat the end of their being. But if 
t}ie design of God in respect to a part of mankind is frus- 
trated, how do wc know that it will not be frustrated in 
respect to the whole ? How do we know that every saint 
and every angel will not yet apostatize, and Uio whole 
created universe present a scene of unmingled woe ? Do 
you say God has purposed otherwise ? But you say he 
purposed otherwise respecting those who, you admit, will 
perish. Ajid if his purpose has been defeated in respect 
to a part, why may it not be defeated in respect to all ? 
What is tliere to secure Uic accomplishment of Ms pur^ 
poses in one case more than in another ? 

Do you say he has promised otherwise ? But what are 
his promises but expressions of lus designs ? And if his 
designs may fail of accomplishment, his promises may 
&il of fiilliilment. 

Besides : How can God fulfill his promises without so 
governing his creatures as to secure their persevering 
obedience ? And if he can so govern them as to fulfill liis 
promises, wliy can ho not so govern them as to csecute 
his purposes ? Wliithcr, then, are we driven ? Into what 
a dark, unfatliomable chaos are we placed? Give up the 
doctrine of a universal providence, — as we must if we 
give up the doctrine of foreordination, — and the desti- 
nies of the universe are left in awful imcertainty ; and no 
intellect can conjecture what will be the issue of events. 

5. A denial of the doctrine of decrees leads tb a denial 
of a great part of our oldigation to the duty of submift- 
sion. That the evils which wo suffer are to be regarded 
as afflictions and righteous Judgments of God, and to be 
submitted to as such, is a clear dictate of reason as well 
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as of revelation. But a largo proportion of these evib 
are brought upon us by the agency of men. How, then, 
are tbeso evils to be regarded as divine judgments, unless 
the individuals by whoso agency tliey are inflicted accoio- 
plifili the divino purposes ? A tliicf plunders my prop- 
erty; an incendiary burns my dwelling; an assassin 
murders my family. Am I or am I not to regard tliese 
events as divine judgments ? " Is there evil in the city, and 
the Lord hath not done it ? " By evil mentioned in tliis 
passage, it is (iaid natural evil only is intended. Be it so. 
The tilings which 1 liave specified arc natural evils. They 
are evils which exist in every city ; and not only these, but 
many other natural evils exist in every city, which are 
brought to pass by the voluntary and sinful actions of 
men. Now, how are these to be ascribed to God, and to 
be regarded as divine judgments, unless the agents ac- 
complish the divine purposes ? But tho scheme which I 
am canvassing supposes that it never was tho intention or 
purpose of God tliat any of his creatures should sin, and 
consequently that whenever they do sin, so far from ac- 
complishing his purposes, they directly defeat them. If 
this is so, it never was the intention of God that those 
natural evils, wliich are brought to pass by the sinful 
actions of men, should como to pass ; and to regard them 
as divine judgments is altogether improper. There isj 
evil in the city which the Lord not only has not dom 
but which he never intended should be done. If i 
property is stolen, my character defamed, or my t 
murdered, these things are not to be regarded as a 
tions sent upon me by God ; for it was no part of h 
purpose that I should suffer these evils. On the contrary,^ 
tho immediate authors of these erils have utterly defeated 
the divino purposes. They have done what he intended 
tliey never should do. Admit this scheme to bo true, a 
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how large a part of our obligation to submission is swept 
away ! for how lai^o a part of the evils which we suffer 
are brought upou us by the voluntary actions of men ! 

But liow does this scheme accord with tlie represen- 
tations of Scripture ? Head the history of Job. The 
Sabeans stole his oxen and slew his seryanta. The 
Chaldeans stole his camels and slew his servants ; yet Job 
said, "Tlie Lord gave and the Lord hath talteu away; 
blessed bo the naine of the Lord. In all this Job sinned 
not, neither cliarged God foolishly." What ! did not Job 
sin and charge God foohshly in ascribing events to him 
■which were brought to pass by the agency of wicked 
men ? 

How often have Calvinists been accused of blasphemy 
for ascribing such events to God ! When Shimei cursed 
David, the pious monarch said, "Let him curse, for the 
Lord hath bidden him." And did the Lord bid Shimei 
to curse the Lord's anointed? I need not multiply ex- 
amples. Any one who has read tlie Bible with the least 
attention can not but have observed that a large part of 
the judgments and aftlictions whicli God has brought upon 
mankind Iiave been brought to pass by the voluntary ac- 
tions of men. The evils which are brought upon us in 
this way, no less than those which are hiflicted by the 
direct agency of God, are to be regarded as divine judg- 
ments, and have been so regarded by the saints in all 
ages. 

6. A denial of this docti-ine tends to weaken our sense 
of obligation to the exercise of gratitude. That every 
blessing which we receive is the gift of God, and is to be 
gratefully acknowledged, will not be denied by any one 
who has a fair claim to the Christian character. But a 
great part of our blessings conies to us through the agency 
of men, and if thcu- actions do not accomplish the divine 
21 p 
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purposes, how are we indebted to God for them ? If it is 
a fact that mankiiid often do what God never intended 
thoy should do, how do wo know that this is not the fact 
in those cases wherein wo are blessed through their 
agency ? 

Permit me to state a case. An assassin, with murder- 
ous intent, plunges a dagger into my breast ; but instead 
of destroying my life, as ho intended, ho opens an abscess 
that was hurrying me to the grave, and is instrumental of 
preserving my life. Who will not say that I am laid under 
special obligation to bless God for my deliverance ? But 
if the assassin did not fulfill the divine purpose, how am I 
indebted to God ? How do I know that it was not the 
purpose of God that the abscess should put a period to my 
life, and that the assassin has not defeated the divine pur- 
pose ? Indeed, if I admit the principle wliich I am oppos- 
ing, must I not be necessarily led to this conclusion? 
Suppose I should reason in tliis manner : God never 
designed that any of his creatures should sin. But it is 
a sin for a man to attempt to murder. Therefore God 
never designed that the assassin should stab me. How, 
then, am I indebted to God for the preservation of my 
life ? What obligation is imposed upon me to thank God 
for a benefit resulting from an event which God never 
intended should take place ? 

Should it be said, I am not bound to thank God for the 
act of the assassin, but for his interposition in overruling 
the act of the assassin for my good, I admit it. But this 
■does not affect the argument ; for God could not overrule 
an act for my good, if the act did not take place ; and if 
he intended that it should not take place, then he intended 
that the opportunity should not be afforded for him thus 
to overrule it. Conseqiiontly, the whole affair must have 
taken place contrary to his intention ; and the qucstii 
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I tetunis, How am I indebted to God for a benefit which I 
' Jreceive contrary to his intention ? This reasoning, it will 
be seen, will apply to no small part of the blessings of 
which we are made the recipients. Deny the doctrine in 
question, and you annihilate a great part of our obligation 
to gratitude. 

Prom the foregoing considerations, it will be seen that 
this is not a subject of mere speculation. If to deny this 
doctrine involves the denial of somo one or more of the 
essential attributes of God ; if it represents the Supreme 
Ruler of the universe as disappointed and unhappy ; if it 
destroys the idea of a universal Providence, and annihi- 
lates a great part of our obligation to the duties of sub- 
mission and gratitude, — it can not be regarded as a harm- 
less error. That it does involve these consequences has 
been, if I mistake uot, concluslTely shown. 
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THE DECREES OF GOD. — III. 



Objectiotis answered. 

To the doctrine of the dmne decrees, as exhibited in 
the preceding lectures, the following objections have been 
ui^d: — 

Objection I. If this doctrine is true, man is not a free 
agent. 

In considering this objection, I shall not enter into any 
metaphysical disquisition respecting the nature of free 
agency, but shall content myself with presenting a few 
simple considerations, wliich must be level to the compre- 
hension of common minds. 

I ask, then, if, among the things which have come to 
pass, this is not one, viz., that man is a free agent. I ap- 
peal to the consciousness of every human being. If any 
man doubts bis own free agency, he may as well doubt his 
own existence ; for he has the same e\'idence of the one 
that he has of the other. If, then, God has foreordained 
whatsoever comes to pass, he has foreordained that man 
shall be a free agent ; for this is one of the things 
which have come to pass. We may just as well say, 
therefore, that if this doctrine is true, the sun does not 
shine, as to say, if tliis doctrine is true, man is not a 
free agent. 

But it will bo asked. If all the actions of men were 
foreordained, how can they bo free ? I ask, in reply. How 
can they bo otherwise than free ? If God has 

(2«) 
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that men shall be free agents, and has moreover executed 
his purpose, and made them free agents, how is it possible 
that thoy should not be free ? God has made them ra- 
tional beings. He has given them uiidoratandbig to per- 
ceive the rule of duty, conscience to feel obligation, and 
a will to choose between good and evil. These facnlties 
they possess, and they can not anniliilatc tliem ; and pos- 
sessing these facilities, they are free and accountable 
agents, and will remain so forever. 

But if man is a free agent, ho must be able to do 
as lie pleases. True. And may not man act as he 
pleases, and still accomplish God's determinate counsel ? 
Did not Solomon act as he pleased when he built the 
temple ? But it was the purpose of God that he should 
build it. And if the purpose of God, in tliis instance, 
did not destroy the free agency of Solomon, neither does 
it destroy the free agency of other men, in any instance. 
Herod and Pontius Pilate, with the Gentiles and the 
people of Israel, acted as they pleased when they arrested, 
mocked, scourged, condemned, and crucified the Son of 
God ; yet it is written, " For of a truth, against tliy holy 
child Jesus, both Herod and Pontius Pilate, with the 
Gentiles and the people of Israel, were gathered together 
for to do whatsoever thy hand and thy counsel determined 
before to be done." If the free moral actions of men 
may accomplish God's purpose in one ease, they may, for 
aught that can be shown to the contrary, in all cases. 

But it will bo said, If this doctrine is true, it was cer- 
tfun from eternity that mankind would act as they do. 
Very true. And was it not equally certain that they 
would act freely in what they do ? And are we to con- 
clude that man is not a free agent because it was eternally 
certain that he would be a free agent ? 

Besides : This objection militates as much against the 
21' 
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foreknowiodge as against the purposes of God. If God 
from eternity foreknew all things, then it was eternally 
certam that they would come to pass. And if tliJs is in- 
consistent with free agency, it is impossible that there 
should be any such tiling as free agency while an om- 
niscient God reigns on high. 

But some one will say, How can it be that my actions 
should bo foreordained, and still I bo free in performing 
them ? 

Supijose you can not Bee how this can ho. It is one thing 
to see that a thing is, and another to see how it is. That 
God has foreordained whatsoever comes to pass, is clearly 
inferred from the acknowledged j)erfections of his charac- 
ter, and explicitly tauglit in his word. Tliat you are a 
free agent, you infallibly know. Here, then, are two 
truths, both of which commend themselves to your under- 
standing. And will you disbelieve either of tliem, l>ecause 
you can not see their connection, and comprehend how 
they are consistent ? Is nothing to be beliei'ed which 
transcends our finite comprehension ? Tell me how God 
could exist from eternity. Tell me how he can exist in 
three persons, and still be but one God, Tell me how he 
could create all things out of notliing, TeU mo how 
your souls and bodies are united. TeU me how you can 
think, or move, or speak. Tell mo what connection there 
ia between a volition of your mind and a motion of your 
hand. Tell me bow the motion of yoxtr tongue produces 
articulate sounds, and bow those sounds convey your 
thoughts to others' minds. Tell me how the grass grows 
in the field, liow food nourishes your body, and how fire 
causes pain to your hand. TeU me what that something 
ia which we call instinct in animals. TcU me how the 
world hangs upon notliing, and what that l>ond of union 
ia which biuds every particlo to a common center. Tell 
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me theee things, (and a tliousand more, equally mysteri- 
ous, which you never think of disbelieving,) and 1 vrill 
tell you liow you can be a fi-oo agent, and all your actions 
accomplish the detenniaatf; counsel of God. 

But, after all, perhaps there is uot so much mystery in 
this subject as has been supposed. Can you not conceive 
that God might create a free agent irithout enduing him 
with power to frustrate his own purposes ? Is free agency 
omnipotent ? — yea, super-omnipotent ? as it must be, if 
it is above the control of the Almighty. Has God created 
a universe which he can not govern ? Are creatures who 
live, and move, and have their being in him, and who are 
dependent on him for all their powers, so independent of 
his control that he can not prevent them from doing what 
he docs not choose to permit? Did he not create the 
world for some end ? and lias he put it out of his power 
to accomplish the end which he had in view ? Has he 
given being to creatures whose ungovernable wayward- 
ness has marred, past remedy, the system which he 
planned, and caused an actual diminution of Ins bless- 
edness ? Can you not conceive that God may so control 
the conduct of men as to prevent them from defeating his 
designs without impairing their moral agency ? Can you 
be certain that there is no way in which the infinite God 
can do this ? Do you know enough of the nature of Uie 
human mind, and of the extent of almighty Power, to 
be certain that he can not do it ? Nay, do you not act 
under tlie habitual belief that God not only can, but 
actually does, influence the minds and control the con- 
duct of men in perfect consistency with their free moral 
agency? If you ever pray, do you not pray that God 
would guide and influence you and otliers to walk in tlie 
paths of obedience ? But you do not pray that God 
would take away your free agency, and convert you into 
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machiues. If you admit the necessity of regeneration b 
tlio agency of the Holy i^pirit, you believe that God caa;' 
and does, renew the hearts of men vitliout destroying 
their free agency. If you ever exercise submission 
under trials, you often fuid occasion to notice the hand 
of God in afflictions brought upon you by the instrumenr 
tality of men. It was so witli Job, and with David, as I 
have already shown ; and it has been so with the people 
of God in every age. If you ever exercise gratitude, you 
often find occasion to bless God for influencing others to 
flhow you kindness. It was so with Ezra. Do could say, 
" Blessed be the Lord God of our fathers which hath put 
such a thing as this in tho king's heart, to beautify the 
house of the Lord which is in Jerusalem." But did Ezra 
thank God that he had taken away the free agency of the 
king, and caused him to act under a fatal necessity ? It 
is the common sentiment of mankind, that God can, and 
does, exercise a government over tho minds of men in 
perfect consistency with their free moral agency. De- 
stroy this sentiment, and you take away every motive to 
prayer, every motive to submission, and every motive .to 
gratitude. 

That mankind can, and do, act freely while accomplish- 
ing God's determinate counsel, the Scriptures abundantly 
teach. I have already cited many passages which show 
that tlie actions of men have been predetermined. Now, 
all those actions were free and accountable actions. Cy- 
rus acted freely when he destroyed Babylon and restored 
the captive Jews. Yet he executed God's counsel, and 
performed his pleasure. Sennacherib acted freely when 
he laid waste the land of Israel ; yet God said, " I will 
send him against a hypocritical nation, and against the 
people of my wrath will I give him a charge, to take the 
spoil, and to take the prey, and to tread them down as 
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the mire of the streets." Joseph's brethren acted freely 
wbeu tbey sold him for a slave ; yet while they meant it 
for evil, God meuiit it for good. The men of Shechem 
acted freely when they dealt treacherously with Abime- 
lech ; yet " God sent an evil spirit between Abimclech and 
the men of Sbechem." David acted freely wbeii be num- 
bered Israel ; yet God moved David to say, " Go, number 
Israel." Pharaoh acted freely when he refused to eman- 
cipate the captive Israelites ; yet the Lord hardeued bis 
heart that bo should not let the people go. Judas acted 
freely in betraying Christ, Pilate in condemning him, and 
the soldiers in crucifying him ; yet bo was delivered by 
the determinate counsel and foreknowledge of God. The 
kings of the eartli acted freely when they gave their king- 
dom to the beast ; yet God put it into their hearts thus to 
fulfill his will. 

Should the question bo asked, In what manner does 
God cause the actions of men, and especially their sinful 
actions, to accomplish his purposes ? I reply, Tlie discus- 
bIou of this question is no part of my present design ; and 
itis,perhaps,aquestionwhich can not be solved by a finite 
mind. We know very little of the mode of tlio divine 
operation. "Who by searching can find out God ? How 
unsearchable are bis judgments, and his ways past find- 
ing out ! It is sufficient for us to know that God can, 
nnd that ho docs, govern the world which he has made, 
even all bis creatures, and all their actions, in the best 
possible manner — in a manner suited to promote in the 
highest degree, his own glory, while they are left in the 
perfect enjoyment of tlieir moral freedom. There is cer- 
tainly some way in which God docs cause the actions of 
wicked men to accomplish his purposes. To say there ia 
no way in which God does this, is to contradict the whole 
tenor of the .Scriptures. But let God bo true, though 
every man bo found a liar. 
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Objection 11. This doctrine exhibits God as the author 
of sill. 

In reply to tlus, I would say, that if by the author of sin 
be meant the ageut who commits sin, it is certain that God 
is not the author of sin. To affirm that lie is, would be 
blasphemy. But this doctrine docs not exhibit the divine 
Beiug in sncli a pouit of light. For God to choose, on 
the whole, that sin should exist, is a very different tiling 
from committing sin. If it is meant that God exerts a 
direct positive efficieucy in the production of sin, neither 
does tins necessarily follow from the doctrine. AH i 
this doctrine necessarily implies is, that God did, on £ 
whole, choose tliat sin should exist. Tliat this is trutf 
may be inferred from tlie fact that he hates it. If God 
hates sin with perfect hatred, he does not view it with 
indifference, and he certainly would have prevented it if 
he had not seen that it was best, ou the whole, that i 
should exist. No being ever suffers that to exist wbid 
he hates, (if he is able to prevent it,) unless he si 
some important end may be answered by its existencf 
And if God hates sin mtli perfect hatred, he never wouJ 
have suffered it to exist, if lie had not seen tliat he cou] 
overrule it for good. And if ho saw that it would be t 
to permit it, then it was his choice, on the whole, tliat k 
should exist. 

I ask the objector, Wliy did not God prevent tlie exifit^ 
once of sin ? Do you say he was unable 1 Tou deny 
his omnipotence. Do you say ho could not do it without 
destroying the free agency of his creatures ? Be it so. 
It was then his choice that sin should exist, rather than 
that free agency should be destroyed. But we deny tha 
position. God was able to prevent the existence of sin 
without destroying the free agency of his creatures. He 
can, and actually docs, restrain sin. " The wrath of maa | 
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sbftll praise thee ; the remainder of wrath wilt thou re- 
Btrain." This passage of Scripture teaches us that the 
an which exists will be oven-ulcd for good, and that all 
which God said would not subserve this purpose, he will 
restrain or prcveut. If, then, God can restrain sinful 
men, and prevent them from committing any more sin 
than lie chooses to permit, then, certainly, he could have 
prevented holy beings from sinning without impairing 
their freedom. But sin exists, God, therefore, did not 
choose to prevent it ; and if ho did not choose to prevent 
it, it was his choice, on the whole, that it should exist. 
But this does not suppose him to be the author of sin, any 
more than it supposes me to be the author of those ac- 
tions of my neighbor, which I am able to prevent, to say 
I did not choose to prevent them, 

Objection III. K God has foreordained whatsoever 
comes to pass, he has foreordained what he has forbid- 
den. Consequently he has two wills, whicli are directly 
opposed to each other. This objection, at first view, car- 
ries with it a degree of plausibility ; hut upon close ex- 
amination it will be seen to be without foundation. The 
decrees of God are t!ie rule by wliich he regulates his 
own conduct. His commands are the rule of our duty. 
Now, is it a contradiction to say that God may have one 
rule of conduct for himself, and another for his creatures ? 
Does this imply any opposition of will in the divme mind ? 
In his commands God enjoins what is right in itself, and 
what it is the reasonable duty of his creatures to do. 
But his creatures may disobey, and if ho sees it to be 
best, he may choose not to prevent their disobedience ; 
and in perfect consistency witli his commands. To illus- 
trate the point, pennit me to advert to a case which I 
introduced in a former lecture. Suppose a wise and 
benevolent monareli foresees that an act of treason is 
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about to be committed in hiB kingdom wliich he is able to) 1 
prevent. Now, his command is, that the treason shall 
not be committed ; but this command does not oblige 
liiiT] to do all in liia power to prevent disobedience to it. 
Suppose he should see that it would promote the good of 
his kingdom to suffer tlie treason to be committed, and the 
traitor to be punished according to law. In ^iew of this 
fact, he chooses not to prevent it. This is a supposahle 
case ; and does it imply any contradiction or opposition' I 
of will in this monarch '! 

Tliis may serve to illustrate tho distinction between 
God's will of command and will of decree. That there is 
such a distinction the Scriptures explicitly teach. It was 
the purpose of God that Pharaoh's heart should be hard- 
ened J yet hardness of heart is a sin, and, of course, con- 
trary to the divine command. It was the purpose of God 
tiiat David should number Israel ; yet in doing it, ho 
fiiimed. It was the purpose of God that the Jews should 
crucify Christ ; yet they were commanded not to kill. It 
is needless to multiply examples. Whether wo can com- 
prehend this distinction or not, nothing is plainer tlian 
that it exists. If there is no distinction between God'a 
purpose and his will of command, then every time that 
his commands are disobeyed his purpose is frustrated. 
His purpose, of course, is frustrated by every sin which is 
committed. 

Objection IV. This doctrine destroys all encourage- 
ment to the use of means. It is said that whatever God ' 
has foreordained will infallibly come to pass. Conse- 
quently, means are useless. This objection supposes that 
God has appointed no means for the accomplishment! 
of his purposes. But " his kingdom is a kingdoi 
means;" and whatever ends he has purposed, ho has 
purposed all the means necessary for their accomplish-J 
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merit. If he has decreed that the husbandman shall 
have a crop in his iield, he has decreed that he shall till 
his ground and sow his seed. If he has decreed that our 
lives shall be prolonged, ho has decreed that we sliall tiso 
the conuuon means of preser\-ing life. If he has decreed 
tliat wo shall be saved, he has decreed that we shall work 
out our salvation with fear and trembling. So far from 
Betting aside the use of means, this doctrine estabUshes a 
connection between means and their end, and in this way 
furnishes the only rational ground of encouragement to 
use them. Means have no independent eERcacy ; but 
they derive all their efficacy from tho blessing of God. 
In vain does the husbandman till his ground and sow hia 
seed, unless God adds his blessing. Equally vain are all 
efforts in themselves to promote the salvation of men. 
Paul may plant, and Apollos water, but it is God who 
giveth the increase. If God has estabhshed no connec- 
tion between means and their ends, there is no eucour- 
agemcDt to use them. But if he has established such a 
connection, then there is tlie greatest encouragement to 
use them. If ho has determined to preserve life by add- 
ing his blessing to the common means of preserving life, 
and in no other way, then he, and he only, acts rationally 
who employs these means in humble dependence on his 
Maker. And so in regard to the accomplishment of every 
important end. Suppose a mau should say. If the time 
of my death is fixed, in tho purpose of God, I shall live to 
that period whether I eat and drink or not, and should 
abstain from his necessary food, what would be the con- 
sequence ? He would not frustrate tho divine purpose ; 
but he would make it evident that his appointed time was 
at hand, and would die as the fool dieth. And sup|K)se 
a person should say. If God has decreed Jliat I shall be 
saved, I shall be saved, whatever may be my course of 
22 
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Kfe, and should neglect ihe great salvation, he wonld 
only make it manifest that his name is not in the book of 
life ; for God has declared, that ^^ he that belieyeth not 
shall be damned/' and << except ye repent, ye shall all 
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MOEAL AGENCY.- 



" X MORAL agent," as defined by Edwards, " is a being 
that is capable of those actioiis that have a moral quali- 
tj, and which can properly be denominated good or evil 
in a moral sense, yirtuous or vicious, commendable or 
faulty." 

Wheu we affirm that man is a moral agent, we mean 
that he is a proper subject of moral government ; that he 
is amenable to the divine tribunal ; that his conduct is 
right or wrong, in a moral scnee, and may bo properly 
rewarded or punished, as it is in obedience or disobedience 
to the moral law. 

It is essential to moral agency that the being be capa- 
ble of perceiving the distinction between right and wrong, 
of feeling obligation, of being influenced by motives, and 
of choosing between good and evil. Ho must, of course, 
possess intellect, conscience, will, and affections. 

Is there any distinction between moral agency and free 
agency? 

Moral agency implies free agency, and the phrases 
are sometimes used as synonymous ; but they are not 
perfectly so. Every voluntary agent is a free agent ; but 
"we can conceive of a voluntary agent who has no sense 
of right and wrong. " The brutes, for auglit we know, are 
iree agents ; but they are not moral agents. 

What is free agency? 

Free agency, or liberty, according to Edwards, is '* the 
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power that any one has to do as ho pleases." This, he 
insists, is all that is meant by it, if lan^age be properly 
used. If a man acts under no constraint or compulsion, 
but does as ho chooses, ho is, according to the commoa 
notions of mankind, free, in the highest sense in which 
it is possible to conceive of freedom. In order to ascer- 
tain whetlier a man acted fl-eely in a given case, wo in- 
quire whether he acted voluntarily or of choice. We 
never consider it neceasai-y to inquire into the cause of 
his choice. Liberty, or free agency, properly speaking, is 
prodicablo, not of the will itself, but of the jierson or 
agent. As Mr. Locke has observed, " To talk of liberty, 
or the contrary, as belonging to the will itself, is not to 
Bpeak good sense ; for the will itself is not an agent tliat 
has a will. That which has the power of volition is the 
Ttian, or the soul, and not the power of volition itself." 

This account of free agency, to many, is not satisfac- 
tory. Tliey maintain that it is essential to free agency that 
the person not only possess the power of choice, aud be 
able to do as he pleases, but that ho bo able to determine 
what his pleasure shall be ; in other words, that he 
sess a self-determining power. 

This leads me to inquire, li a self-determining- 
essential to liberty, or free agency? 

In considering this point, it is important to hav 
ideas of the question to be decided. Tlie question is not 
wliether a man's voluntary acts are his own acts, Con- 
cernmg this there can be no doubt. His volitions are the 
spontaneous efforts of his own mind. It is proper, there- 
fore, to say that he has the power of choosing. But this 
is something very different from what has been denomi- 
nated the self-determining power. When tlie question is 
asked, What determines the will ? the meaning is not, 
What is it which chooses ? but. What is it which 
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choice to be what it is ? In other words, What is the 
reason why the mind chooses as it does, rather than other- 
wise '; When the mind makes an election between two 
objects, why does it elect one in preference to tlie other ? 
What causes it to fix upon this particular object V Does 
the mind itself, uninfluenced by extrinsic considerations, 
determine what its choice shall be ? Or is the will deter- 
mined by something extrinsic ? 

Suppose, for example, a man is to choose whether he 
sTiall ride or walk, and he chooses to ride. Now I ask, 
What determines his will V And by the question I mean, 
why did he chooso to ride iji preference to walking, when 
he had ability and opportunity to do either ? 

Would it be an answer to the ijuestion, to say that ha 
ihoso to do so ? If ray question were simply. Why did he 
rido instead of walking ? it might be a sufficient answer to 
say that he chose or preferred to ride. But my question 
goes further back. Why did he thus choose ? If you say, 
He determined thus to choose, then I might ask. How came 
he to determine tlius to choose ? And to be consistent, 
you must say that he chose to determine thus to choose ; 
and that he determined to choose to determine thus to 
chooso; and soon, ad infinitum; and that ho had one 
determination to choose before he ever had a determina- 
tion. 

This is Uie absurdity which Edwards has shown to be 
involved in tlie language used by those who, in his day, 
contended for the self-determining power. Their language 
i, that " the will determines itself — determines its own 
acts or volitions ; the mind chooses as it pleases." 

This language evidently involves the absurdity above 
stated. If the will determines its own acts, it must deter- 
mine them by willing or choosing. There is no other way 
for it to determine any tiling but by an act of determina- 
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tion. If, therefore, the will determineg itself, every act of 
choice must be preceded by an antecedent act of choice. 
And if the mind chooses as it pleases, it chooses as it 
chooses ; iu other words, it chooses what its choice shall 
be. Coiiscqueiitly, there must, of necessity, be one act of 
choice before the first act. 

But although this absurdity is clearly involved in the 
language used by the advocates of self-determination, they 
utterly disclaim any such meaning. They deny that they 
hold that every free act of the will is determined by an 
antecedent act of the will. Their meaning, they say, is, 
" that the mind or will determines by its own independ- 
ent and uncontrolled, self-sufficient power to choose; and 
that they use such forms of expression for the purpose of 
denying any causal influence, distinct from Iho power of 
the mind itself to choose — of denying the prior action of 
an extrinsic cause pmducing volition, and of asserting 
that all-sufficiency is in the mind." Dr. Samuel West 
says, " We don't hold that the mind determines to choose 
— wills to wUl ; but that the mind chooses — tliat we are 
agents — that we are determiners, in the active voice, not 
determined, in the passive." 

This does not meet the point at issue. No one denies 
that we are agents, or that we are determiners, in the 
active voice. But is no reason to bo assigned why we 
choose as we do, ratlier tlian otherwise ? Is it a mere 
accident — a fact for which no reason is to be assigned ? 
This is what has been denominated contingent self-deter- 
mination. 

The advocates of self-determination sometimes affirm 
that the mind chooses as it does because it has power to 
do so. But this is assigning no reason ; for they main- 
tain that it has eqtial power to do otherwise. If I were 
to inquire wliy a driuikard chooses to drink rather thaji 
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to refrain from driaking, would it be a sufficient answer 
to say tliat lie has power to drink or to let it alouo ? If it 
would, the same would be a sufficient answer to the ques- 
tion why the temiwrate man chooses not to drink. Con- 
sequently, one man is a drunkard for tlio same reason 
that another is a sober man, viz., that he has power to 
be BO. 

It is sometimes said, the mind is an efficient cause. It 
has power in itself to originate volition, independently of 
any extrinsic cause ; and no rcasou can be assigned why 
it chooses as it does, except that it does thus choose. If 
it chooses at all, it must choose in some way ; and tlio 
very act of putting forth the volition, it is said, deter- 
Dunes what it shall bo. In this way the will determinea 
itself. 

According to this view of tho subject, it is a mere mat^ 
ter of chance what a man's volitions shall ho. And is it 
so ? Is the mind influenced hy no considerations to 
choose as it does? This theory, it will bo seen, sets aside 
entirely tho influence "of motives. Let us then inquire, — 

Does liberty, or free agency, imply power to act without 
motives ? 

By motive, according to Edwards, is meant " the whole 
of that which moves or incites the mind to volition." 
Motives are of two kinds— external and internal. They 
are sometimes denominated objective and subjective 
motives. External or objective motives arc those objects 
which are presented to the mind, and which operate as 
inducements to choice. By an internal or subjective 
motive is meant the desire or feeling of the mind which 
prompts to volition, and constitutes the ground or reason 
of the choice. This distinctioTi ia thus illustrated by 
President Day : " A tree loaded with fair and delicious 
frnit excites desire in the beholder. This desire may 
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moTe him to pluck the fruit. The fruit itself is an ex- 
tornal motive. Tlic desire which stimulates to the act of 
gatheriug it is an intDmal motive." To illustrate further 
the nature and influence of internal motives ; Suppose a 
good man chooses to worship God. Wliy does he thus 
choose ? Because ho loves God, and delights in his ser- 
vice. This is tlic internal motive by wliich he is itiflucuccd. 
Again : A wicked man resolves to become religious. 
"Why does he thus resolve ? Because lie fears God's wrath, 
This slavish fear is tlie iuternal motive which prompts the 
volition. 

This distinction between objective and subjective mo- 
tives is not made by President Edwards; but he includes 
them both in his general definition of the word motive. 
He says it is " the whole of that which moves, excites, or 
invites the mind to volition." He thus includes in his 
definition every tiling in the object of clioice which ren- 
ders it desirable, and every thing in the state of the mind 
which disposes it to volition. The rcasou for this, will be 
found in the fact that he includes the moral afiectious 
among the acts of the will, as I shall show in the sequel. 

The question now is. Has the mind power to choose 
witliout motives? It has been said, "If the mind has 
the power of clioico, motives do not give it that power." 
From tliis it has been inferred that the mind has the 
power of choosing without motives. It might with equal 
truth be said, if man has the power of l>reatbiug, tlio air 
does not give him tliat power, and therefore man has 
power to breathe vrithout air. But is this true? Cer- 
tmnly not. Tho power of breatliing implies the existence 
of air, as well as the requisite bodily organs ; and it is no 
more true that a man can breathe without air than that 
he can breathe without lungs. In like manner, it may be 
said of tho power of seeing, that although the power is in 
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tbe person, and not in the light, yet man can no more sea 
without light than bo can seo without eyes. So the 
power of choosing implies the existence of motives as well 
as the existence of a will. And it is no more true that a 
man cau choose without motives than that lie can choose 
without a will. If man has power to choose without 
motives, it would involve no absunlity to suppose him to 
exercise this power. Let us then suppose a man to choose 
witliout any motive. What sort of a choice would he 
make ? Ho would choose without any design, without 
any eud, without any reason, and indeed without any 
choice ; which certainly would bo no more like moral 
action, than the blowing of the wind, or tbe roaring of a 
cataract. 

But what is the testimony of experience on this eub- 
ject t Let any one examine the opei-ations of hia own 
Dund, and judge whether he ever chooses without being 
influenced by some motive or inducement to clioose as ho 
does. Edwards says, " As to my own experience, I find 
that in innumerable instances I can do as I will : — that 
the motions of my body, in many respects, instantaneously 
follow the acts of my will concerning those motions ; and 
that my will has some command of my thoughts ; and that 
the acts of my will arc my own, that is, that they are tbe 
acts of my will, the volitions of my own mind ; or, in other 
words, wliat I will, I will ; which I presume is the same 
■that others experience in this affair. But as to finding by 
experience that my will is originally determined hy itself, 
or that my will first choosing what volition there Bhall bo, 
the cbosen volition accordingly follows, and that this is 
the first rise of tbe determination of my will in any 
affair, or that any volition arises in my mind contingently, 
I declare that I know nothing in myself by experience of 
this nature ; and uotliing that I ever experienced carries 
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the least appearance or shadow of any such thing, or 
gives me any more leasoa to suppose or suspect auy such 
thing, thaa to suppose that my volitions existed twenty 
years before they existed." 

It is sometimes said that motives are mere objects of 
choice, wliich fui-uish occasion or opportunity for the 
mind to choose, but exert no iiifiuenue in determining 
tlie choice. But tliis is contradicted by all experience. 
Every man knows that his conduct is influenced hy ob- 
jects and considerations presented to his mind. If a man 
acts voluntai-ily without being influenced by some motive 
thus to act, ho does not act as a. rational bemg, and is 
not a moral agent. 

But it is said that, although we always act imder the 
influence of motives, the will is not always determined 
by the strongest motive. This leads me to inquire, — 

W/ietker liberty, or free agency, implies power to act 
contrary to the strongest motive. 

To decide this questiou, it is necessary to bear in mind 
the meaning of tlie word motive. A motive is that which 
moves, excites, or influences the mind to choose. If this 
definition is correct, the strength of a motive depends on 
its tendency to excite to volition. " Tliat motive," says 
Edwards, " which has a less degree of previous advantage 
or tendency to move the will, or that appears less inviting 
as it stands in the view of the mind, is what I call a 
weaker motive. On the contrary, that which appears 
more inviting, and has, hy what appears concerning it to 
the understanding, or ajiprchcusion, the greatest degree of 
previous tendency to excito and induce the choice, is what 
I call the strongest motive." 

If this is true, the will is \inqtiestionahly always deter- 
mined by the strongest motive. To suppose otiierwise 
would be to suppose that the strongest motive is not ll 
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strongest, but that the weaker one is the Btrongest. If 
one motive controls the will in opposition to another, cer- 
tainly that which possesses the controlling power is the 
Btrongest. To say that it is the weaker motive whicli pre- 
vails, clearly involves an absurdity. If I were to say that 
a weak man can lift a heavier weight than a strong man, 
what would this be but affirming that the weak man has 
more strength than the strong man, and is, of course, the 
strongest man ? 

It is true that the mind is not always influenced by 
those considerations which ought to have tlie greatest 
weight ; but this is not what is meant by the strongest 
motive. The strongest motive is that which actually has 
the greatest influence. Says President Day, " If we have 
any meaning when we speak of the comparative strength 
of motives, it must be this : that one lias a greater ten- 
dency than another to determine the will. To say, then, 
that a weaker motive prevails against a stronger one is to 
say that that which has the least influence in the case has 
the greatest. If it be said tliat something else gives to 
the weaker motive a superiority over the stronger, then 
this something else is itself a motive, and the united in- 
fluence of the two is greater than the third. If, as some 
seem to suppose, there is no propriety in speaking of the 
comparative strength of different motives, — as this im- 
plies tflo near a resemblance between moral influence and 
physical energy, — then it is improper to say that a bribe 
of a thousand dollars is a stronger temptation than one 
of a shilling, or tliat the dread of imprisonment for life 
has any greater influence in deterring from the commis- 
sion of crimes than the fear of being subjected to a trifling 
fine. Motives must certainly have equal or imequal 
strength, or no strcuglh at all. If tliey have no strength, 
they have no tendency to give direction to acts of tho 
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will ; tJiat is, they are uot motives, in the sense in which 
tlie term is commonly understood." 

It is supposed by some that although we never choose 
without motive, yet the mind, by a sovereign act, decides 
by what motive it will he influenced. There may be a,^ 
great variety of motives presented to the mind, some 
dining it in one direction, and some in another. Noi 
instead of tjupposing that the strougest motive always 
prevails, it is said that the mind selects the motive 
which it will yield. Is this true ? or docs not this theory 
involve a palpable contradiction ? 

According to one part of this theory, the mind nei 
chooses except when it is influenced by some motii 
According to another part, it always selects the motive 
which it will bo influenced. But by what motive is the 
mind influenced in making this selection ? Is it by some 
motive selected by antecedent choice? The question 
returns, By what motive was that antecedent choice 
prompted ? and so on ad it^nitum. Accordiug to this 
tlieory, therefore, tho mind has power to choose without 
motive, for it supposes tliere must be an act of choice 
before motives can exert any influence on the mind. 

There is a sense in which the mind exerts an indirect 
control over motives that shall influence its future acts. 
A man may resolve to place himself in new circum- 
stances, and in consequence of this he may have 
views of things ; and thus motives may be brouglit be- 
fore liis mind which are remotely the result of lus detolVi 
minations. As for example : A person may resolve 
nm into temptation, or he may resolve to avoid tempi 
tion, and his future conduct may be much affected by Ms' 
determination ; but to suppose that in every act of choice 
the nuiid decides directly by what motives it will be influ- 
enced, mvolves the grossest absurdity. 
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Does liberljf, or free agency, implff power to act contrary 
to our prevailinff inclination ? 

To act thus would bo directly the opposite of freedom. 
A man is free when ho acts as he pleases ; and what is 
this but to act according to his prevailing iuclination? 
If he ever acts contrary to his prevailing inclination, it 
is by compulsion or constraint. 

Nor does free agcucy imply power to change our pre- 
vailing inclination. As one observes, " K a person should 
go about to change his prevailing inclination, lie must be 
either involuntary or voluntary in so doing. If the 
former, this can bo no exercise of free agency. If the 
latter, he must have two opposite prevailing inclinations 
at the same time, which is a contradiction. And if it 
were not a contradiction, still he does no more than to fol- 
low liis ijiclination, viz., his virtuous inclination, which he 
is supposed to possess, to have his vicious Jnclinatioa 
changed." 

We hence see tlio absurdity involved in the question 
which is frequently aslced. How can I change my inclina- 
tiou ? The person who asks this question always takes 
it for granted that he really desires to change his ioclinar 
tion ; in other words, that he has an inclination to have 
a difierent inclination from the one which he has. 

But may not our volitions be in opposition to our feel- 
ings ? " We may undoubtedly," as President Day says, 
"oppose some of our desires for the sake of gratifying 
others." But is it possible for a man to will in opposition 
to all his desires ? What can induce him thus to will ? 
To will is to determine to do something for tlie sake of 
obtaining some object desired. " When an object of de- 
sire is before the mind, can we will to turn away from it 
for the sake of obtaining something wldcli is not, on any 
account, desired ? " "If objects of desire have no ten- 
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deiicy to move tlie will in a particular direction, they are 
not, properly speaking, motives. If tliey have such a 
tendency, tliey must actually move tlie will, provided 
there is nothing which has a tendency to move it in a dif- 
ferent direction. 'Wlieu on one side there is no influence, 
any iiifJueoce on the otlier side must turn the scale." 
Consequently the mind must always choose that which, 
at the time, appears most desirable ; which is the same as 
to say tliat it must always choose in accordance with the 
strongest motive. This is a law of our rational nature. 
It is essential to our existence as moral and accountable 
beings. " A power to choose and act contrary to thia 
would be a power to siibvert the very constitution of the 
mind, and to divest ourselves of our rationality." 

Does free agency imply tke power of coiUrary choice ? 

To decide this question, it is necessary to unJcrstaud 
precisely what is meant by " the power of contrary choice." 

Those who contend for such a power do not mean by- 
it merely the power of choice, — that is, the power of 
electing one of two objects, according as one or the other 

appears most agreeable or most desirable to tlie mind; 

for that the mind possesses this power, no one denies. 

Nor do they mean by it that tlie mind has the power of 
making two opposite choices at the same time. This no- 
body can beheve. But they mean, that whenever the 
mind chooses any thing, it might have chosen differenUy 
in the same state and circumstances, and witli the same 
inducements presented to it. They hold that two minds 
precisely alike, and in exactly the same state, and under 
the same influence, may choose differently ; and that the 
same mind, in the same state, and under the same influ- 
ence, may choose differently at different times. 

To suppose that the mind possesses such a power, is to 
deny altogether the influence of motives ; for it supp( 
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that howeyer strong may be tho inducements to a pfirticu- 
lar choice, tlio mind may, without any inducement, choose 
differeutly. If tlua he true, it is plain that motives hare 
no influence whatever in deciding tho choice. It is cer- 
tain that tlie same motive can not influeuco the mind in 
opposite directions. K, theu, the mind may chooso eitlier 
of two ways, in view of tbo same motive, it is certain that 
the choice is determined by sometliing bcsido the motive 
— that tho motive, indeed, has nothing to do witli it. 

To illustrate the point; Suppose a person should be 
awaked from sleep, and find himself in a burning build- 
ing. This fact, combined with a strong desire to save liia 
life, would induce him to flee from the flames. Now, has 
he, in those circumstances, power to choose eitlicr way ? 
that is, to flee or to stay and perish in tlie flames ? 

Should it be said, that if he is a free agent, he can 
choose cither to flee or to stay ? I would inquire, Can ho 
choose cither way, under precisely the same motives ? If 
he has a stronger desire to live than to die, can he, while 
this desire continues, choose to stay and perish ? I ask any 
one to examine the operations of his own mind, and jitdgo 
whetlier he possesses any such power of contrary choice. 

But is it not true, that when we chooso, we might have 
chosen differently ? In a certain sense, it is true, but not 
in the sense maintained by those who contend for the 
power of contrary choice. It is true in a sense some- 
what similar to the sense in which we might have acted 
differently in every instance of voluntary outward con- 
duct. We say a man has power to stand still or to walk. 
Suppose ho walks. We say lie might have stood still. 
And what do we mean hy this language ? We mean that 
he might have stood still had he chosen to do so. We do 
not mean that lie might have stood still while he chose to 
walk. To suppose a man able to do voluntarily what he 
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does not choose to do, and wMle he does not choose to do 
it, involves a conti-adiction. When a man does what he 
does not choose to do, it is the result, not of free agency, 
but of compulsion or constraint. 

Now, in what sense is it trao that a man has power to 
choose differently from what he actually does choose ? 
He might have chosen differently if there had been a suf- 
ficient inducement ; that is, if it had appeared to him 
more desirable to choose differently Uian to choose as he 
did. But while one thing appears most desirable, and is 
actually chosen, it is not tnie that the mind, with this 
view of the subject, is able to choose the opposite. The 
mind possesses no such power. It can no more choose in 
opposition to the strongest motive, than it can desire to 
frustrate its own desire. 
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Naiu/ral and Moral Necessity, and Natural and Moral 
Inability. 

The terms natural and moral necessity, and natural 
and moral inability, are not used in the Scriptures ; but 
they have been employed by divines to designate a dis- 
tinction which the Scriptures evidently recognize. 

By natural necessity, as apjjlied to men, is meant the 
necessity which arises from the operation of natural causes 
over which the will has no control. For example : We 
are under the necessity of perceiving objects presented to 
our senses. We can not avoid it, however much wo may 
desire to do it. Wc are under the necessity of feeling 
pain if our flesh is wounded, or our bones fractured. 

By moral necessity is meant that necessity which results 
from the influence of moral causes — such as the strength 
of inclination, or motives presented to the mind. A man 
is said to be under a moral necessity to do a thing when 
such is his disposition that he will certainly do it, not- 
withstanding all the inducements wliich can be set before 
bis mind to dissuade him from it. 

It has been strenuously contended that liberty and 
necessity are utterly incompatible, and tliat if a person 
is under the necessity of doing what he does, he can not 
be free. In regard to natural necessity this is undoubt- 
edly true ; but not in regard to moral necessity. It is 
impossible for God to lie, or in any way to do wrong. He 
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is under a moral necessity to act in such a manner as U 
wisest and best. His moral perfections are as immutable 
as bis natural perfections. Yet who will question that 
the Supreme Being is in tlie liighest sense a free moral 
agent? There is an infallible certainty created by the 
promise of God that all true believers will persevere ia 
holiness. It is equally certain that all unrenewed men 
will persevere in impenitence until renewed by the Spirit 
of God. But their free agency is not destroyed. 

Moral necessity implies something more than simple 
certainty. This is denied by some who profess to hold to 
moral necessity. They maintain that any antecedent ne- 
cessity, which implies more than simple certainty, is physi- 
cal or natural uecessity, and is incompatible with liberty. 
But whenever we speak of an event as necessary, we mean 
not only that it will certainly take place, but that there 19 
some ground or reason of tlie certainty. And this is n0 
less true of moral tlian of natural necessity. Every even^: 
must have a cause ; and there is no less fixed connection 
between moral causes and their effects, than there is be- 
tween natural causes and their effects. And it is this 
fixed connection between effects and their causes which 
constitutes necessity, whether natural or moral. 

That man is not possessed of any such liberty as is 
opposed to all necessity, Edwards has conclusively shown. 
He has shown that every event must have a cause or rea- 
son why it exists, and why it exists in this manner, rather 
than another ; and that this is as true of acts of the will 
as of any other events. He has also shown that for an 
event to have a cause or ground of its existence, and not 
to bo connected with its cause, is utterly absurd. He has 
shown that God infallibly foreknows the volitions of moral 
agents, and that this foreknowledge implies the moral ne- 
cessity of those volitions. If it was not certain tliat these 
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Tolitions would exist, they could not be foreknown ; and 
they would not bo certain if there was no ground or rear 
son of Ihcir certainty. 

It has been said, that if God foreknows future events 
by knowuig their causes, then those events must be neces- 
sary by a natural necessity. According to this supposition, 
if God foreknows tliat all true saints will persevere in 
holiness by knowing that he has determined to keep them 
from falling, then their perseverance is necessary by a 
natural necessity. And if ho foreknows the conversion of 
any individual sinner by knowing that ho has dctei-mined 
to change the heart of tliat sinner, then the conversion of 
that individual is jioccssary by a natural necessity. And 
if ho foreknows any of the voluntary actions of his crear 
tures by knowing the motives by which they will be influ- 
enced to perform tliose actions, then those actions are 
necessary by a natural necessity. If this theory is true, 
tliere is not, and never has been, and never will be, and 
never can be, any such thing as free agency in the uni- 
Terse. That God foreknows future events can not be 
questioned by any one who believes the Bible; and that 
he foreknows lliem by knowing the causes on which they 
depend, is perfectly evident. It is impossible to conceive 
of any other way in which he can foreknow them. How 
did God foreknow that Saul of Tarsus would become a 
disciple of Christ, except by knowing that he had deter- 
mined to make Mm a trophy of his grace ? Was not the 
agency of the divine .Spirit necessary to eff'cct the conver- 
sion of Paul ? And was not this fact known to Jehovah ? 
Bow, then, could lio foreknow that .Saul would bo con- 
verted, without knowing tliat the agency of tlic Spirit 
would ho exerted ? And so in regard to every event 
which occurs. If it has a causo of its existence, its ex- 
istence can not be foreknown without knowing the cause 
or reason why it will exist. 
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It lias bce» said, however, that there is no infallible 
connuctiuu bchreen moral causes and their effects; that 
voluntary actions arc contingent events ; and that God 
foreknows them as contingent events. But this is grossly 
absurd. 

A contingent event is an event which may or may not 
happen, and which, of course, can not be foreknown. If 
there are any such events, and if God is omniscient, ha 
knows that they may or may not happen ; that is, he 
knows it to bo uncertain whether they will come to pass 
or not. Now, to say that God knows it to be uncertain 
whether a particular event will come to pass, and, at the 
Eame time, kuows that it will infalhbly come to pa^, is a 
palpable contradiction. 

The conclusion to which we are brought is, that moral 
necessity is not inconsistent with free moral agency. 
There may be mora! causes, such as strength of motives, 
and bias of the mind, that shall render it infallibly certain 
that a person will pursue a certain course of conduct, and 
yet he may be free and accountable. 

Natural and moral inability are directly the opposite of 
natural and moral necessity. We are naturally unable to 
do what we are hindered from doing by a natural neces- 
sity. And we are morally unable to do what we are hin- 
dered from doing by a moral necessity. In other words, 
we are naturally unable to do a thing when we have not 
sufficient capacity or strength, or when we can not do it if 
we will. Moral inability is an inability of disinclination. 

To Clustratc the distinction by examples. 

A blind man is unable to see. A deaf man is unable 
to hear. A lame man is unable to walk. A poor man is 
unable to give a large sum in charity. A little child is 
unable to exert the strength of a giant. These are < 
of natural inability. 
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The following are cases of moral inability : — 
A raan is unable to cut off his right baud, or to pluck 
out bis right eye. An affectioiiato and obedient child is 
unablo to murder his parents. An ayaricious man is 
unable to be charitable. A revengeful man is unable to 
forgive an injury. A supremely selfish man is unable to 
perform a benevolent act. An impenitent sinner is un- 
ablo to repent. 

From these examples, it is evident that there is a wide 
difference between these two kinds of inability- 
Natural inability always excuses from blame. Moral 
inability never excuses. We never blame a man for not 
doing wliat lie has no natural ability to do, (as this lan- 
guage has been above cxjilaiued.) No man ever supposed 
tliat a blind man is blamable for not seeing, or a deaf 
man for not hearing, or a man who has lost the use of his 
limbs for not wallcing, or an idiot for not exercising the 
faculties of a rational agent. Nor is it supposable tliat 
any authority whatever can make it the duty of an indi- 
vidual to exert powers either of body or of mind which 
he does not possess. If a parent should command a child 
to perform service which required the strength of a man, 
we should say, without hesitation, that the command im- 
posed no obligation upon the child. 

But suppose the child is utterly disinclined to obey the 
most reasonable commands of his father ; suppose hie 
disinclination to bo so great as to become an inveterate 
obstinacy, and to amount to what is called a moral inabil- 
ity ; in that case, we say, tlie child is blamable. And we 
say, moreover, that his sin is in proportion to his obsti- 
nacy. So in every case : the inability wliich consists in 
disinclination never exciiscs. On the contrary, when it 
is an inability to do what God requires, it is the very 
thing of which blame is predicable. 
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Should it be said that o, mere disinclination, however 
strong it may be, can not properly be called an inability, 
I would remark that nothing is more common than this 
use of language in the ordinary conversation of mankind. 
Ask a miser to afford old to some benevolent object ; he 
says, I can not. Ask a drunkard to abandon his cups ; 
he says, I can not. Ask any man to do what he is utterly 
disinclined to do ; and he says, I can not. We all use the 
term can not, and other synonymous terms, in this sense, 
every day. And if I mistake not, this mode of speaking 
is sanctioned by the Scriptures. They certainly do repre- 
sent sinners as being unable, in some sense, to obey the 
divine commands. Christ said, " No man can como unto 
me, escept the Father, which hath sent me, draw him." 
It is said of Joseph's brethren, that " they could not speak 
peaceably to him," Joshua said unto the children of 
Israel, " Ye can not serve tlie Lord." The projihet Jere- 
miah affirms of eomc, " Because their ear is uncircum- 
cised, tliey can not hearken." Our Saviour said to the 
Jews, " Why do ye not understand my speech ? Even 
because ye can not hear my word." Again : " How can 
ye believe who receive honor one of another ? " The 
apostle Paul said, " The canial mind is enmity against 
God, for it is not subject to tlie law of God, neitlier in- 
deed can be. So, tlien, tliey that are in the flesh can not 
please God." The apostle Peter speaks of some, " havii^ 
their eyes full of adultery, that can not cease to mi." 
It is plain, therefore, Irom Hie Scriptures, that there is a 
sense in wliicb sinners are unable to obey the commands 
of God. But what is the inability under which they 
labor ? Are they, in the same sense, unable to do their 
duty, that they are to lift a mountain, or to create a 
world ? That this is not tlie case, I argue, — 

1. Prom the character of God. Tliat God ii 
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A0U9 moral Gfovernor will not be questioned. But I 
would seriously inquire how his character can be vindi- 
cated on the supposition that he has imposed commaitds 
on his ereatuTGH which they are under a natural inability. 
to obey. The supposition certainly contradicts all our 
notious of equity in a moral Governor. 

Let us look at the application of this principle in those 
inferior systems of moral government wliich have been 
established among men. See it applied by parents in the 
government of their cluldreu, by masters in the govern- 
ment of their servants, and by rulers in tlie government 
of their subjects. Suppose a fatlier sliould command hia 
child, imder the severest penalty, to do what the child 
has no ability whatever to perform ; wliat would be 
fiiought of sucli a father ? Could his character be vindi- 
cated '! Suppose a master sliould exact of liis servant a 
naturally impossible task ; would that master be tliought 
to be righteous ? We have heard of the task-masters in 
Egypt, who required of the Israelites the full tale of brick 
nithout providing the requisite materials ; and who of us 
has not pronounced them barbarous and cruel ? Suppose 
tbe government of a state should impose upon the people 
esorbitaut taxes — taxes which they ai-e utterly, and in 
every sense, unable to pay ; — who would not pronounce 
that government to be tyrannical and oppressive ? And 
can we believe that the Supreme Ruler of the universe 
has adopted a principle in the administration of his gov- 
ernment which, in its application to all human govern- 
menta, is so obviously unjust ? 

I might appeal to every man's conscience on this sub- 
ject. There is no man who feels, or can feel, that he is 
blamablo for not doing natural impossibilities. This is 
a universal dictate of conscience. And are the com- 
mands of God thus unreasonable ? Is it a fact that 
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vhen he cominatids his creatures to lore him, to repeat, 
and to believe the gospel, they are in the s^me sense un- 
able to obey him that a dead body is to reanimate itself? 
Jf so, I would ask, How is it possible that all the world 
should stand guilty before him when they come to judg- 
ment ? And how is it possible tliat the consciences of 
cither saints or angels should acquiesce in the decbion, 
when he shall pronounce sentence upon the ungodly ? 

But it is not so. There is not tmrighteousuess with 
God. He is not a hard Master. He is a righteous moral 
Governor. He lias created a world of intelligent and 
rational creatures, and endued them with all the powers 
of moral agency. He has given them understanding to 
peraeive the rule of duty, conscience to feel obligation, 
and a will to choose ; and he has given them a law suited 
to theh' natures and to the relations which they sustain 
to him and to their fellow-creatures ; and there is not one 
precept of his law which is not perfectly reasonable. But 
tliey have disobeyed and forfeited the divine favor. In 
infinite mercy he has devised the system of redemption. 
He has provided an atonement, and offered them pardon 
on the most reasonable conditions. Tliese conditions are 
proposed in tlie gospel, and there is nollung to hinder 
them from complying witli them but a perverse iuchua- 
lion. Look through the Bible, and notice the manner in 
which God addresses his sinful creatures. Does he not 
address them as moral agents, who have no excuse for 
not complying with his requisitions ? Look at tlie com- 
mands, and invitations, and entreaties, and tlireatenings. 
Aro they addressed to beings who are unable to turn from 
siu to holiness, in the same sense that they are to control 
the elements ? And does God actually punish liis crea- 
tures eternally for not doing natural impossibilities t 
Who can beheve this to be the character of God ? 
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Tliere is ono way in -which an attempt has been mado 
to evade the force of this reasoning. It has been said 
that mankind have lost, by their own fault, tlieir power 
to obey the divine commandments, and therefore may b^ 
justly held bound to do all of which they were origmally 
capable. 

But I would ask, When and how have they lost their 
power ? It must have been in the original apostasy ; that 
is, before tiicy had a personal existence. But how they 
could possess ability to do their duty, and lose it, by their 
own fault, thousands of yeai-g before they had a being, it 
is certainly difRcult to sec. 

Besides : How does it appear that they have lost their 
natural ability to do their duty ? Have they put out the 
light of reason, that tlioy can not understand tlieir duty ? 
Have they extinguished their consciences, that tliey can 
not feel obligation ? Have they anniliilated the power of 
volition, that they can uot choose between good and evil ? 
In short, have they destroyed tlieir rational nature, and 
reduced themselves to a state of idiocy ? If not, they 
have not lost their natural ability. While they possess 
the faculties wliich have been mentioned, they are moral 
agents, and proper subjects of commands and threaten- 
ings : and possessing these faculties, they will continue 
to be moral and accoimtable agents forever. They can 
no more divest themselves of moral agency and account- 
ability than tliey can annihilate tlieir souls. 

But supposing that mankind had lost, by their own 
fault, their natural ability to obey God ; this would not 
make it right to require of them, now, natural impossi- 
bilities. If a servant, to avoid labor, should cut off his 
hands, he might he justly punished for disabling himself; 
but if, in addition to this, his master should assign him 
daily his' wonted task, and daUy punish him for uot per- 
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forming it, he would be pronounced by every man to be 
a cruel tyrant. 

2. That mankind do not labor under a natural ina- 
bility to obey tho divine requiremontsj is evident from the 
nature of the requirements. If we look through the 
Bible, and examine carefully tho divine commandments, 
we can not fail to he convinced that none of tbom arc 
grievous. They arc all limited by the capacities of those 
on whom they are imposed. God does not require us to 
make unto ourselves any new faculties, or to employ in 
his service those which we do not possess. All that he 
requires is, tjiat wo should serve and glorify him to the 
extent of those powers with which he has endued ua. He 
does not require a child to exert the sti-ength of a giant, 
nor an idiot to exercise the faculties of a rational agent. 
He does not require of the poor man tliose acts of benefi- 
cence which he requires of the rich. " If there be first 
a willing mind, it is accepted according to that a man 
batli, and not according to that he hath not." This is a 
limitation which extends to all the di^^^o requisitions. 
David did well that it was in liis heart to build a house 
unto the Lord, although he was not able to carry his 
pious design into execution. 

Look at the parable of the talents, which was evidently 
intended to illustrate the principles of God's moral gov- 
ernment. The servant to whom two talents were com- 
mitted was not blamed because he did not employ five in 
bis master's service ; nor was the servant to whom but 
one talent was committed blamed because he did not em- 
ploy two, but because ho refused to employ tlie one with 
which he was intrusted. Is it not perfectly evident, from 
this parable, that God docs not require of men what they 
have no natural ability to perform ? 

But look at the moral law. What is tiie sum 
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requirements ? " Thou shall love the Lord thy God vith 
all lliy heart, and with all thy soul, and with all thy 
strength, and with all thy mind ; and thou sbalt lovo thy 
neighbor as thyself." Observe, God does not require us 
to love him more than with all our heart, soul, strength, 
and mind, — that is, only to the extent of our faculties, — 
nor does he require us to love our neighbor more than 
ourselves. " On these two commandments hang all the 
law and tlie prophets." Tbcy comprehend the whole 
duty of man ; and if these precepts do not require of us 
natural unpossibilities, we shall search in vain for any 
that do. 

We see, then, that the inability ascribed to men in the 
Scriptures can not be a natural inability. It must, of 
course, be a moral inability. 

It is, indeed, easy to show, that whenever men are 
represented in the .Scriptures as unable to obey the di- 
vine commands, nothing more is ever intended than an 
utter disinclination. For example : It is said of the 
brethren of Joseph that " they could not speak peaceably 
to him," Why could they not speak peaceably to him ? 
Had they no natural ability to do it ? Were they not as 
capable of speaking peaceably aa of speaking reproach- 
fully ? But the Scriptures have assigned the reason ? 
*' They could not speak peaceably to him because they 
hated him." So long as tbcy hated him, they had no 
disposition to speak peaceably to him. Again : Our 
Saviour said, " No man can come to mo, except the 
Father, which hath sent mo, draw him." Observe here, 
that sinners need to bo drawn by the Father, in order to 
come to Christ. But why do they need to be drawn ? 
Because tliey arc utterly disinclined to ^ome. For a 
moral agent to be drawn, is to be made willing. Wc are 
not to suppose that God brings sinners to Christ against 
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their wills. If they were inclined to come, they would 
not need to be drawn. The fact, therefore, that they are 
disinclined, is the only reason that they need to be drawn, 
and the only reason that they can not come. And when 
our Saviour saye, " No man can come unto mo except the 
Father which hath sent me draw him," his meaning is the 
same as when he says, " Ye will not come unto me that 
ye might have life." Again: Our Saviour said to the 
Jews, " How can ye believe, who receive honor one of 
another ?" Here the reason is assigned why they could 
not believe. It was because they loved tlie praise of men 
more than the praise of God ; and consequently they had 
no inclination to seek that honor which comcth from God 
only. Again : It is written, "The carnal mind is enmi^ 
against God, for it is not subject to the law of ( 
neither indeed can be," Wliy can it not be subject t 
the law of God ? Because it is enmity agauist ' 
" So, then," — for this reason, — because the carnal mind 
is enmity against God, " they that are in the flesh can 
not please God." The reason that unrenewed men e 
not be subject to the law of God, and can not please ( 
is, tliat their hearts are enmity against liira. They do n 
love his law, but delight in tlie ways of disobedience. 
And so in every case, when inability to obey God is 
ascribed to men in the Scriptures, it is an inability of dis- 
inclination. It is not spoken of as a calamity merely, but 
as a sin. Men are not represented as being unable to do 
their duty because they do not possess all the faeulties 
which are necessary to render them complete moral 
agents, but because they are averse to their duty. And 
this aversion is so great as to amount to wliat we dcnoi 
inate a moral inability — to a certainty that they will i 
do thcii" duty, unless their hearts are renewed by t] 
power of the Holy Ghost. 
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By the sinner's natural ability to obey God is meant 
tliat, and that only, which constitutes the baBts of his 
obligation to obey. All God's rational creatures possess 
certain intellectual and moral powers, which are essential 
to moral agency and accountability. The possession of 
these powers renders them capable of moral action, and 
proper subjects of commands and tlireatenlngs, rewards 
and punishments ; and this is what is meant by the nat- 
ural ability which we ascribe to siimers. This ability, it 
must be remembered, is not of itself sufficient to secure 
obedience in a single instance. Moral and natural power 
are both necessary to secure obedience. However large 
may be the natural abilities of au individual, without a 
riglit disposition, his moral action will not be right ; and 
however good a person's disposition may be, if he ceases 
to possess the faculties of a moral agent, he is incapable 
of holy obedience ; so tliat both natural and moral power 
are indispensable to constitute fnU and adequate ability 
for the performance of duty. One is just as indispensa- 
ble as the other. 

But it is said that inadequate ability is no ability at 
all ; and since sinners have no moral ability to obey God, 
it is proper to say that they have no ability whatever. It 
ondoubtedly is proper to represent them as unable to do 
their duty, and tlicy are so represented in the Scriptures ; 
but tliis does not prove that they are, in every sense, un- 
able. An idiot or a brute is unable to repent : we are 
not to suppose that sinners labor under the same kind of 
inability. The iuability which results from the Want of 
physical faculties is certainly a very different kind of in- 
ability from that whicli consists in a wrong disposition. 
The one excuses from blame ; the other does not excuse. 
It is certainly important that when wo lay before sinners 
" "■ morally helpless condition, we, at the same time, 
24 • 
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show them that their condition is helpless only in a moral 

eeiise ; that they possess all those faculties which are 
necessary to constitute a complete basis of moi'al obl^o- 
tion ; and if the possession of tlteso faculties is by good 
usage called natui'd. ability, in distinction trom moral, 
there is no impropriety in this use of the language. 

It may be said that the Scriptures assert without qual- 
ification the sinner's inability, and nowhere assert that he 
has any ability to do his duty. But does not God virtu- 
ally assert the ability for which we contend in every com- 
mand, in every inritation, and in every threatening wliich 
Ib addressed to sinners ? It is admitted that if mankind 
did not possess all the faculties which are essential to 
moral agency, they would not be responsible. But the 
Scriptures nowhere assert tliat men are moral agents, or 
that they possess the faculties which are essential to moral 
agency. But this, we are told, is not necessary, because 
the possession of these faculties is taken for granted, and 
implied in every divine command. If, then, as we men- 
tioned, the possession of these faculties constitutes what 
we call natural ability, this ability is taken for granted, 
and implied in every divine command. 

It has been sometimes said, ability is ability, and sin- 
ners are either able or unable fo do their duty. To say 
that they are able in one sense, and in another sense tm- 
able, is a contradiction. 

But are not words sometimes used in different senses ? 
If not, it is easy to fasten contradiction upon the Bible. 
God said, (1 Sam. xv. 11,) " It repcnteth me tliat I have 
set up Saul to bo king." In the twenty-ninth verse of the 
same chapter it is s^d, " The strength of Israel will not 
lie nor repent, for he is not a man, that he should repent." 
Is this a contradiction ? Certainly, if repentance in boHi 
passages means precisely tho same thing. 
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But it is easy to show that the terms ahle and unable, 
and their eyuonyms, are used in different sensos in the 
common language of mankind. Notliing is more com- 
mon than for men to say tliey can not do what it is 
manifest they are not, iu every sense, unable to do. 
The rich miser says, I can not give my money for a 
benevolent object. The sluggard, althongh robust and 
healtliy, says, I can not labor. The stubborn child says, 
I can not obey the reasonable commands of my father j 
and it may be true that in all these cases there is as 
absolute a moral inability as in any case whatever. Yet 
who would say that the miser has no ability to give, or 
that the sluggard has no ability to labor, or that the child 
has no ability to obey his father ? In these cases, the 
distinction between natural and moral inability most ob- 
viously exists, and is always admitted in fact, if not in 
form. 

No one would tliink it proper to say of the rich miser 
that he has no abihty to give, although his moral inabil- 
ity to give may bo as absolute as that of the sinner to 
repent. Consequently bis natural ability does not con- 
Etitutc adequate ability. Yet we call it ability, and are 
authorized to do bo by the conamon use of language. 

Tlic distinction between natural and moral inability, as 
set forth in the foregoing lecture, has been recognized by 
New England Calvinists ever since the days of President 
Edwards. It was uideed known before his day. A writer 
in the Princeton Review for 1831 says, "The first 
writer among English theologians tliat we have obser^'ed 
using this distinction explicitly is tlio celebrated Dp. 
Twisse, the prolocutor of the Westminster Assembly of 
Divines, and the able opposcr of Arrainiaiiism and adro- 
catc of the supralapsarian doctrine of divine decrees. It 
was also resorted to by the celebrated Mr. Howe, and long 
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afterward used freely by Dr. Isaac Watts, the populai 
ity of whose evangelical writings prohably had much i 
flueuco in giving it currency. It is also found in I 
theological writings of Dr. Withorspoon, and many otli 
whose orthodoxy was never disputed. But in this coui 
try, no man has had so great an influence in fixing tl 
language of theology as Jonathan Edwards, president Q 
New Jersey College. In his work on ' The Freedom ( 
the Will,' tills distinction holds a prominent place, and il 
very important to the argument which this profound writa 
has BO ably discussed in that treatise. The general i 
of the distinction between natural and moral ability e 
therefore, be ascribed to the writings of President J 
wards, both in Europe and America. No distinguished 
writer on theology has made more use of it than Dr. 
Andrew Fuller ; and it is well known that he imbibed 
nearly all his views of theology from an acquaintance 
with President Edwards. And it may be truly said that 
Jonatlian Edwards lias done more to give complexion to 
tho theological system of Calvinists in America than all 
other persons together. This is more especially true of 
New England ; but it is also true, to a great extent, in re- 
gard to a large number of the present ministei-s of thsli 
Presbyterian church." ' 

The following extracts will show the manner in whiol 
this subject has been eshibited by New England Colvinisti; 

President Edwards. After explaining the distincticH 
between natural and moral inability, he says, " It 
observed, concerning moral inability, that the i 
abiliti/ is used in a sense very diverse fi'om its 
import. The word signifies only a. natural ina 
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the proper use of it, and is applied to such cases only 
wherein a present will or inclination to the thing with 
respect to which a person is said to be unable ia siipposar 
ble. It can't be truly said, according to the ordinary 
use of language, that a malicious man, let him be never 
BO malicious, can't hold his liand from striking, or that 
he is not able to show liis neighbor kindness ; or that a 
dnuikard, let lua appetite bo never so strong, can't keep 
the cup from his mouth. In the strictest propriety of 
speech, a man has a thing in bis power, if he has it in his 
choice, or at his election ; and a man can not bo truly 
said to be unable to do a thing, wlicii he can do it if he 
will. 'Tis improperly said that a man can't perform those 
external actions wliich are dependent on tlio will, and 
which would be easily performed if the act of the will 
were present. And if it bo improperly said tliat he can 
not perform those external voluntary actions which de- 
pend on the will, 'tis, in some respects, more improperly 
said that he is unable to exert the acts of the will them- 
selves ; because it is more evidently false with respect to 
these, that he can't if he will, for to say so is a down- 
right contradiction. It is to say that he can't will if he 
does will. And in this case not only is it true that it is 
easy for a man to do the thing if he will, but the very 
willing is the doing ; when once he has willed, the tiling 
is performed. Therefore, in these things, to ascribe a 
non-performance to the want of power or ability is not 
just, because the thing wanting is not a being able, but a 
being willing. There are faculties of mind and capacity 
of nature, and every thing else sufBcient but a disposition. 
Nothing is wanting but a will." 

Edwards here explicitly teaches that when a man is 
prevented from dobig a thing by nothing but the want of 
a disposition, whether it be an external action, or an act 



of tliQ will itself, it is never proper to say that he has no 
abilili/ to do it. Consequently be did maintain that since 
sinners have " faculties of mind and capacity of nature, 
and every thing sufficient " to enable them to repent, but 
a disposition, it is not proper to say that they have no 
abilUy to repent. 

Dr. Bellamy. In his " True Religion Delineated," he 
aays, " Wo ought to love God in a measure exactly pro- 
portionable to tlie largeness of our natural powers and 
faculties." Again : " All that perfection which God re- 
quires of any of his creatures is a measure of knowledge 
and love bearing an exact proportion to their natural 
abilities." Again : " Thus we see that as to natural ca- 
pacity, all mankind are capnble of perfect conformity to 
God's law, which requires us only to love God with all 
our hearts ; and that all our inability arises from the bad 
temper of our hearts, and our want of a good disposition, 
and that therefore wo are to blame and altogether ii 
onsable. Our inipotency, in one word, is not uatural, but, 
moral, and therefore, instead of extenuating, does 
nify and enhance our fault." 

Dt. Sinalley. " On the whole, I am not able to 
ceive how any one who enters into the matter can ques- 
tion the propriety of making the distinction insisted on in 
those discourses ; or with what appearance of reason any 
can pretend it is a useless distinction. As to the impor- 
tance of it, it may easily be observed, in how many in- 
stances, upon the most leading points, and iu the most 
material respects, by the help of this distinction, common 
sense will cross the common notions of sinners exactly 
where the Bible crosses them. It sets reason and Scrip- 
ture, diWne justice and divine grace, in quite a consistent 
view ; whereas, without it, I apprehend they must forever 
appear irreconcilable," He says, again, "As to 
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foundation there is for the distinction, tre have seen the 
Bible ia as express and full in making the difference sup- 
posed, as it is in any one thing whatever. We liave seen 
that alt the heart, soul, mind, and strength, — that is, a 
perfectly willing and faithful exertion of all our faculties, 
however enfeebled they are, — is all that God requires of ub 
in his perfect law. Nor is there a single instance of natr 
nral impossibilities being required of any man, in all the 
sacred records. Nor is it once intimated that natural 
impossibilities might justly be required of us, because our 
natural powers are impaired by the fall. Bnt on the 
other hand, we have seen that tlie most absolute moral 
impossibilities are required of all men without the least 
scruple, as if there was no difficulty in them." 

Dr. Ebenezer Porter. In his eleventh lecture on 
Homilctlcs, he says, " Tell impenitent sinners that they 
have no sort of power to repent, while, in t!ie same breath, 
you exhort tliem to repentance, on pain of eternal misery, 
and if they have capacity enough to understand your 
meaning, they pronounce it utterly absurd. Give them 
That yon call conclusive arguments from Scripture and 
from metaphysics ; they may be confounded jicrhaps, hut 
not convinced. And why should it be strange if they feel 
indignant when gravely addressed,^ on the most weighty 
of all subjects, in a strain that would be mockery and 
nonsense, if applied to any human concern besides re- 
ligion ? " 

Dr. Samuel Spring: In his Moral DisquisitionB, he 
says, " Nor is tiie question in debate whether sinners 
have natural ability to repent ; for I hold that they have 
natural ability to repent as well as to perform actions 
which are destitute of repentance." 

Dr. Crriffin. In his sermon entitled " The Plea of In- 
ability Considered," he says, " The plea is false. It is 
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not trua that God requires of 



more than they are 



a to perforin. It is not true that they can not love 
God and submit to him. They have ample power, and 
nothing prevents but tlieir desperate wickedness. But 
the ability which is ascribed to them ought to be disUnctly 
explained. It is natural ability, in distinction from moral. 
If there is no difficulty in their loving and submitting to 
God but what they are to blame for, there is no natural 
inability ; and if there is no natural inability Uiere is nat- 
ural power." 

Dr. Catlin. In his Compendium of the System of 
Divine Truth, he says, " Tlie necessity of regeneration 
does not arise, as some suppose, from a natural inability 
to embrace the offers of the gospel. The Scriptures admit 
of no such inability to perform any ono of the divine com- 
mands." 

Dr. Nettleton. " I do not admit that tlie case of the 
criminal, confined in prison by bolts, and bars, and massy 
■walls, is a correct representation of the present state of 
the sinner. Altliough a criminal may be justly confiucd 
in prison, yet if he were invited and commanded to come 
out of his prison, while the doors were shnt, and bolted, 
and barred, I confess I could see no propriety in such in- 
vitations and commands. . . . God does not command 
sinners to break through massy walls. This seems to be 
supposed, however, by tliose who make no distinction be- 
tween natural and moral inability. They call on sinners 
to do what they admit to be absolutely impossible. The 
propriety of this, I confess, I am unable to see." 



This is a specimen of the manner in which this subject 
has been exhibited by the most sound, faithful, and snc- 
cessful ministers of New England. Surely, these men 
had no Pelagian and Arminian tendencies. No men 
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ever preached more clearly and more fully all the doc- 
trines of grace. 

Whether we make use of the terms " natural and moral 
inability/' or not, it is important to make the distinction 
which these terms have been employed to designate. 
There are certainly two kinds of inability spoken of in 
the Scriptures, and in the common language of mankind. 
When Joshua said unto the people, " Ye can not serve 
the Lord," it is manifest that he ascribed to them an ina- 
bility which furnished them with no excuse, and which 
was very different from the inability of a blind man to see, 
or of a deaf man to hear. 

25 8 




XI. 

MORAL AGENCY. — III. 

What is the ultimate ground oj moral distinctions? h 
other words, of what are right and wrong ultimately pred- 
ictUed? Of external actions ? or of volitions ? or of the 
affections ? 

That external actions, of thomselvea, possess no moral 
qualities, is a clear dictate of reason, Wliat are the acdons 
of men separate from the motives from which tliey flow? 
In wliat respect do thoy differ from the actions of brutea, 
or the motions of a machine ? Is it said they are followed 
by good or bad consequences, and for this reason are 
praise or blameworthy ? The actions of brutos and the 
blowing of tlie wind are followed by good or bad conse- 
quences. And are brutes and the wind accountable ? 

Suppose a man to act without any rational motiTe; 
suppose bim to be an idiot or a madman. Is he, in that 
case, accountable ? It is agreeable to the common sense 
of mankind, that if a man has a heart to do good, he is 
praiseworthy, although he may fail to accomplish the 
good at which ho aims ; and that if he has a heart to do 
evil, he is criminal, although he may not be able to effect 
the oril which he desired to effect. Two men may per- 
form actions which arc exactly alike, and yet one may be 
praiseworthy and the other blameworthy, owing to the dif- 
ferent motives by which they are influenced. For exam- 
ple : Two men may go into tlieir closets to pray. They 
may assimie the same posture. They may use the same 
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words, and utter tliem with the same tones of voice ; and 
whilo oiio worships God in spirit and in truth, tlie other 
may be guilty of mocking him with hypocritical service. 

That the moral character of men depends, not on their 
external actions, but ou the disposition of their hearts, is 
a clear dictate of conscience. Every man feels that 
when he is disposed to do right, he is in the path of duty, 
and his conscience acquits him of blame if he fails to ac> 
compUsh the good iFhich ho aims to accomplisli. Men 
often plead this to exculpate themselves from blame ; and 
the plea is universally admitted to bo a good one, when 
tliere is evidence of its truth. It is a pica which is ever 
admitted at the bar of conscience. If a man has injured 
his neighbor, when he had no desire and no intention to 
injure him, his conscience acquits him of blame ; and not 
only his own conscience, but the conscience of every man 
joins in acquitting him. 

With tliese decisions of conscience the testimony of 
the Scriptures perfectly accords. The whole tenor of the 
Bible teaches us that God regards the motives of men, 
and that their character, in his view, is dotermiBed by 
the disposition of their hearts. " Man looketh ou the 
outward appearance, but God looketh ou the heart." His 
command to every cliild of Adam is, " My son, give me 
thine heart." He accepts no external service, unless it 
is prompted by pure motives. Hence he reprobated the 
religious services of his ancient people, because they di'Cw 
nigh to him with their mouth, and honored him with 
their lips, while their heart was far from him. " Bring 
no more vain oblations ; incense is an abomination unto 
me ; the new moons and Sabbaths, the calling of assent- 
hlies. I can not away with ; it is iniquity, even the solemn 
meeting." " God is a Spirit, and they that worship him 
must worship him in spirit and in truth." " He requireth 
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truth in tho inward parte." " He is not a Jew who j 
one outwardly ; neitlicr is that circumcision which i 
outward in the flesh ; but lie is a Jew who is one in- 
wardly, and circumcision is tliat of the heart, in the 
spirit, and not in the letter, whose praise is not of men, 
but of God." 

Both reason and revelation, therefore, conspire to teach 
that external actions, of themselves, possess no moral 
qualities, but always take their character from the motive 
wliich prompts them. And by motive, here, I mean the 
subjective motive — tho internal feeling wliich constitutes 
the reason why tho particular action is performed. 

In ascertaining the ultimate ground of moral distinc- 
tions, therefore, it is necessary to ascertain what consti- 
tute the motives of our conduct. Are they volitions ? 
And does moral character belong eschisively to acte of 
the will ? _ 

The decision of this question depends on the decisioff^ 
of another. Wliat mental operations are included under 
the term volitions ? On this point metaphysical writers 
are not agreed. Some make a distinction between tlie 
affections and volitions, while others include the aSections 
among the acts of the will. Edwards defines tlic will to 
bo " that by which the mind chooses any thing ; " and he 
tells us that in the term choosing he includes " refusing, 
approving, disapproving, liking, disliking, embracing, re- 
jecting, determining, directing, commanding, forbidding, 
inclining or being averse, being pleased or displeased." 
In another place, he defines tlie will to bo "tlie faculty 
by which the soul does not behold tldngs as an indif- 
ferent, unaffected spectator ; but either as liking or dis- 
liking, pleased or displeased, approving or rejecting." In 
this definition, it wUI be seen that the affections are in- 
cluded among the operations of the will. 
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Locke defines volition to be "an act of the mind, 
directing its thoughts to the production of any action, and 
thereby exciting its power to produce it." Ho says also, 
" Ho that shall turn his thouglits inward upon his mind 
when he wills, shall sec that tlie will or power of vohtion 
is conversant about notliing hut the particular detormina- 
tion of the miud, whercliy, bacely by a thought, the mind 
endeavors to give rise, continuation, or stop to any par- 
ticular action which it takes to be in its power." 

Abercrombie says, " Simple volition is that state of 
mind which immediately precedes action. We will a cer- 
tain act, and the act follows, unless it be prevented by 
external restraint, or by physical inability to |)erform it." 
According to these definitions, it will be seen that the 
aScctions, love, hatred, desire, etc., are not included among 
the acts of the will. 

Those who follow the classification of Edwards divide 
the volitions into two classes — the immanent and etna- 
netU volitions. The last class are sometimes called impera- 
tive acts of the will. Immanent vohtions are the same aa 
the affections. They are those feelings or emotions wliich 
are not directly connected with outward action, butwhich 
prompt to emanent acts, and are the reasons of our choices. 
They constitute the internal motives of our moral con- 
duct. The emanent, or imperative volitions, are those 
determinations of the mind, which, according to Locke 
and Abercrombie, are only properly denominated voli- 
tions. 

According to this view of the subject, moral qualities 
are predicable of our vohtions, but not of all our voli- 
tions. They are predicable only of the immanent voli- 
tions, those which constitute tlio motives of our conduct. 
If we adopt Locke's definition, it is proper to say that moral 
qualities are not predicable of any of our volitions, but of 
25' 
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our affections. Tho moral character of our volitions, or 
imperative acts of the will, depends, no less than that of 
the outward conduct, on the motive which prompts them. 

To illustrate the point : Suppose a man contributes a 
gum of money to some important benevolent object. Bo- 
fore he performed the act he determined to perform it. 
Now, in order to decide whether he has done right in the 
Bight of God, wo look further back than bis determination. 
We inquire wliy he determined to perform tlie act. If it 
was a desire to glorify God and do good to his fellow-men, 
we say he lias done his duty. If it was a desire to pro- 
mote his own reputation, we say ho has not done his duty. 
And so in every case. Volitions, strictly so called, stand 
precisely on the same ground as external actions. They 
derive their character from the motive which prompts 
them. The Iieart is the scat of moral action. We are so 
constituted, that when objects are presented to our minds, 
they excite certain feelings or emotions ; and these feel- 
ings, so far as they are cognizable by the moral law, are 
moral feelings ; and they are tho source of alt our volun- 
tary and accountable actions. " Out of the heart are the 
issues of life." And " out of tho heart proceed " whatever 
defiles the man, or renders him criminal in tho sight of 
God. 

President Day, in his treatise on tho Will, includes t 
affections among the acts of the will. And ho divides tl 
acts of the will into three classes, vW.., purposes, exec 
tivc acts, and emotions. He thus distinguishes them: — " 

" Emotion is directed to an object. A purpose fixes on 
an end. An executive volition orders an act. Executive 
acta may depend on a predominant purpose, and tho pur- 
pose may depend on antecedent emotions. A general pur- 
pose may look to some distant end. An executive voli- 
tion relates to something which is immediately to foIlow."j 
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■ " According to President Day, moral qualities are predi- 

I cable of emotions, not of purposes or exocutivo volitions. 

R Emotions are tlia internal motives whicli prompt the 
purposes and executive acts, and give to thorn theii- char- 
acter. 

It is supposed by some that moral character is prcdica- 
ble only of the governing purpose of the mind — that this 
constitutes the moral disposition ; and that if a man's 
predominant pui-pose is to do right, ho is holy ; and that if 
luB predominant purpose is to do wrong, he is sinful. 

But the moral character of our purposes depends, no 
less than that of our outward actions, on the motive which 
prompts them. Suppose it is the governing purpose of a 
man to conform his life to the rules of morality and re- 
ligion. This purpose, of itself, does not decide the man's 
character in the sight of God, but the motive which 
prompts the purpose. If he purposes thus to live be- 
cause he loves God and delights in his service, he is a 

I true saint. But if lie purposes thus to live, for the sake of 
deceiving his fellow-men and obtaining some sinister end, 
he is an arrant liypocritc. Or if he purposes thus to live 
solely because he wishes to escape future punishment and 
secure an eternal reward, he is mercenary and selfish, and 
his religion is vain. So in all cases. Our purposes stand 
precisely on the same ground as our external actions. 
They derive their character from the motives which prompt 
them; that is, the feelings of heart which constitute the 
reasons of our choice. The heart is the seat of moral 
action. Wo are so constituted, that when objects are 
presented to our minds, we do not view tliom with indif- 
ference. They awaken certain feelings or emotions ; aud 
tliese feelings, so far as they are cognizable by the moral 
law, are moral feelings, aud constitute the seat of moral 
action. 
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Those who predicate right and wrong of the governing 
purpoBO of Uie mhid, ascribe no moral qualities to those 
natural propensities to evil of which mankind are the 
Hubjects, nor to any of those feelings which lie hack of 
our purposes and executive volitions. If this theory is 
true, there is no holiness in love to God, that is, in com- 
placency, or delight in his perfections ; nor is there any 
sin in those feelings of enmity which are excited by a 
contemplation of his character. 

But the Scriptures evidently teach us that a man's 
moral character depends on the state of his heart; not on 
external conduct, nor on the purposes of the mind, nor 
on those volitions or determinations on which external 
actions immediately de|>end ; but on the affections which 
prompt the purposes and executive volitions. It is of 
those feelings that the divine law takes cognizance. " My 
son, give me tliiuc heart," is God's demand. " Thou shall 
love the Lord thy God with all thy heart," is the first and 
great command. The second is like unto it : '* Thou 
shall love thy neighbor as thyself." Love itself is the 
great thing commanded. Not merely some purpose of 
the mind, wliich may or may not be the consequence of 
love. According to our Saviour's exposition of the moral 
law, hatred is a violation of the sixth commandment, and 
a lustful desii-e is a violation of the seventh. Covetous 
desires aro the very tlmigs forbidden in the tenth com- 
mandment. It was a consideration of this command- 
ment wliich gave to tho apostle Paul a just idea of the 
spirituality of the divine law. " I had not known lust, 
except the law had said, Thou shalt not covet." He had 
been alive without the law once. Ho had trusted in him- 
self that he was righteous, having been very strict in the 
observance of outward duties. But now he saw that the 
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consequently found himself to bo a pollntod sinner, not- 
withstanding his blameless life. When the conunand- 
mcut came, sin revived, and he died. 

The opinion which I am now opposing is, that for those 
feelings and desires which are natural to us, we are not 
responsible, unless we resolve to cherish them, and seek 
their gratification ; that is, such feelings as pride, anger, 
lust, covetousness, envy, revenge, are, in themselves, in- 
nocent, and become sinful only when a purpose is formed 
in tlie mind to cherish them, and seek their gratification. 
The sin lies not in the feelings themselves, but in the 
purpose of the mind to indulge them. 

This theory is inconsistent with the commands of God, 
and with the dictates of unperverted consciouce. The 
law, as wo have seen, takes cognizance of the heart, and 
condcmus those feelings as, in tliemselves, sinful. And 
every man whose conscience is not esceedingly blind and 
stupefied, feels condemned for the esercise of these feel- 
ings, and not merely for a purpose to indulge them. 

Besides : If these feelings are, in themselves, innocent, 
what sill can there be in cherishing them ? Can there be 
any sin in cherishing or gratifying innocent feelings ? If 
it is not wrong to exercise anger, pride, lust, covetousness, 
envy, malice, and revenge for one moment, it can not bo 
wrong to esercise them for two moments, or for an hour, 
or a year. 

But what is it which constitutes tlie Christian warfare, 
unless it is a struggle with these natural propensities to 
evil ? What was that law in liis members of which Paul 
complained, and that body of death under which lie 
groaned ? What was the evil which was always present 
with him, even when he would do good ? And what was 
the sin wWch dwelt in him, and was constantly manifest- 
ing itself in opposition to the governing purpose of his 
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mind ? Was it an innocent propensity to evil, or a host 
of innocent desires wliich were constantly springing up in 
his mind, and obBtructiiig liim in Lis Christian race? 
The siu of which Paul complained in tlio seventh chapter 
of his Epistle to the Romans, did not consist merely in 
acta of the ttUI, or a purpose of the mind ; for he said, 
" To will is present with me, but how to perform that 
which is good 1 find not." His governing purpose was 
to do good ; but evil was present with him, and sin dwelt 
iu him, and was leading him into eaptL^ity to the law of 
sin wliich was in bis members. Did Paul consider the 
sin which dwelt in liim to be innocent ? Why then does 
he call it siu ? 

Our moral affections have sometimes been denominated 
voluntary affections. But this use of the term voluntary 
is peculiarly unhappy. What is meant by voluntary af- 
fections t Is it meant that the affections are acts of the 
will ? Then the language is taiitological ; and wo might 
with equal propriety speak of voluntary volitions. When 
wa speak of voluntary actions, we mean actions which are 
the result of volition, in distinction from those which have 
no dependence on the will. And is it meant that our 
affections are the result of volition? — that wc feci as we 
choose ffl feel ? This is not true. Our affections arc not 
under the direct control of the will, any more than our 
sensations are. There are certain laws of mind by which 
all our mental operations are governed. When a material 
object is presented to one of our senses, it produces a 
sensation , without any act of the will. And when objects 
are presented to the view of the mind, they produce emo- 
fions, without any act of the will. W^c like or dislike 
them, love or hate them, according to the state or dis- 
position of the mind. Wo do not first choose to love or 
hate. When the character of God is presented to theu 
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view of a holy mind, it calls forth feelings of delight, or 
complacency ; and when it is presented to an unholy 
mind, it awakens feelings of opposition or liatred ; and 
those feelings exist withont any intervening volition. 

So far is it from being true, that the affections ai'e oon- 
ti-oUcd by the will, that directly the opposite is true. Tho 
will is controlled by the affections. Every act of choico 
is prompted by some motive. There is some reason why 
we choose as we do. And that reason is some feeling or 
desire of the mind, which is excited by tlie contcmpla- 
lion of some object presented to its view. 

It is true, the niind has, to some extent, an indirect 
control over its affections and volitions; and so it has 
over its sensations and perceptions. I can resolve to put 
my hand in the fire, and in this way cause the sensation 
of pain. So I can resolve to turn my thoughts to 
the contemplation of a particular subject, and this will 
awaken certain emotions or feelings in my mind. Still, 
tlie affections awakened will always be according to 
the state or disposition of the mind. The presentation 
of the same object to two different minds will not 
always produce the same emotions. The contcmpla- 
laon of the divine character will excite love in a holy 
mind, and enmity in an unholy mind. And so, in all 
ca^es, the affection produced by the presentation of ob- 
jects to the mind will be in accordance with its pre- 
vailing disposition. This is another law of the mind, 
over wliich the will has no control. By the power wliich 
the mind has of directing its thoughts to different objects, 
it can greatly diversify its feelings. Still their character 
will always be in accordance with the prevailing dispo-' 
ution. Tho man whoso heart is enmity agahist God will 
never change that enmity hito love by barely contem- 
platuig the divine perfections. Tho more he becomes 
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acquainted with tho character of God, and the more clearly 
ho views liis perfections, Uie more will his opposition be 
excited. 

I ain awnre that it is sometimes maintained, that man 
can not be responsible for any thing wliich is not under 
tlio control of liis will, and, consequently, that his emo- 
tions or feelings possess no moral qualities, anj further 
than they are the result of choice. If tliis be so, then, as 
I have said, there is no holiness in love t<i God, and no sin 
in hatred of his character. There is no holiness in sor- 
row for sin, and no sin in the miser's covetous desires ; 
for surely those affections arc not the result of choice. 
They are spontaneous feelings of the mind, wliich arise 
in view of objects presented to its contemplation. And 
what difficulty is tlicre in supposing man to bo responsi- 
ble for his affections, any more than in supposing him lo 
be responsible for his volitions ? Do you say, volitions 
are his own acts ? So are his affections. Do you say ho 
has no voluntary control over them ? No more has he 
over his volitions. He can no more choose to choose, and 
choose how he shall choose, than he can choose to feel, 
and choose how he shall feel. 

From what has been said, we see that some forms of 
expression which are in common use are not philosoplii- 
cally correct. It is often said that men may love God if 
tliey will ; sinners can repent if tliey will. If we make 
no distinction between the affections and volitions, these 
expressions contain a truism. They amount to the same 
as to say, men may love God if they do love him ; sin- 
ners can repent if they do repent. If we make a distinc- 
tion between the affections and volitions, then the decla- 
rations are not true. We do not love God by willing to 
love liim. When we speak of external actions which 
men are able to perform, it is proper to say, they car 
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them if they will. But power to produce external actions, 
and power to love and hate, are not the same. 

When we say that men have natural ability to exercise 
holy affections, we mean, as I have shown, that they have 
all the faculties which are necessary to the exercise of 
those affections. This is all that we mean, and all that 
we can mean, if we speak intelligibly. 

26 
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MORAL AGENCY.— IV. 



Do Liberty and Accouniabilily imply Independence of 
Divine Control? 

It lias been extensively maintained that " a moral sys- 
tem nccessai-ily implies the existence of free agents, 
with the power to act in despite of all opposing power." 
Those wlio adopt this theory account for the existence of 
moral evil by supijosiiig that God could not prevent it 
■without destroying the moral agency of his creatures. 
The following is some of the language which has been 
used in reference to this subject : — 

" Would not a moral universe of perfect holiness, and, 
of course, of perfect happiness, be happier and better 
than one comprising sin and its miseries? And must not 
iulinile benevolence accomplish all the good it can? 
Would not a benevolent God, then, had it been jrassible 
to him, in the nature of things, have secured the exist- 
ence of universal holiness in his moral kingdom ? "' 

Again : " Free moral agents can do wrong under all 
possible preventing influence. Using their [mwers as they 
may use them, they will sin, and no one can show that 
some such agents will not use tlieir powers as tlicy may 
use them, Tliis possibility that free agents will sin, re- 
mauis (suppose what else you will) so long as moral 
agency remains ; and how can it be proved that a thing 
will not be, when, for aught tliat appears, it may be ?" 

Again : " God not only prefers, on the whole, that )] 
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creatures should forever perform their duties, rather than 
' neglect them, but purposes, on liis part, to do all in his 
power to promote this very object in his kingdom." 

The question now is, Does moral agency imply such 
independence of diviue control ? 

Tliat it docs not is evident from principles already 
established. Wo have seen that volitions are not uontiu- 
gent events, but are dependent on influences which are 
made to bear upon the mind. Now, these influences must 
be traced ultimately to the appointment of Jehovah, To 
use the language of President Day, " If the volitions of 
accountable agents are dependent for their nature on any 
thing preceduig, — if contingenco docs not come in to 
back the chain of connection, — the Creator may have a 
determining influence over the volitions themselves by the 
power which he possesses over the causes, conditions, oc- 
caaious, and other antecedents on which choice depends. 
If the natural constitution of the agent has any concern 
in deciding the character of his volitions, this constitu- 
tion is molded by the hand of God. If external motives 
hare any sway over the will, these arc presented under 
a superintending providence. If internal perceptions and 
emotions have any influence on volition, these are de- 
pendent on other antecedents, which are under the regu- 
lation of divine power. By either leaving his creatures 
to themselves, to yield to their own propensities, and the 
various influences with which, in the natural course of 
events, they are surrounded, or by the special interposi- 
tion of his providence, when he sees fit, and by the agency 
of bis Spirit, he can exercise a controlling power over the 
acts of the will." 

Created moral agents are not independeut. Tliey are 
dependent on God for their Ijcuig, and for all tlieir pow- 
ers ; and all the circumstances in wliich they are placed, 
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and all the motives by which they are influenced, depend 
on his providential arrangements. They may be free and 
accountable ; thoy may possess the power of choice, and 
be able to do as they choose, (which is the highest free- 
dom of which it is possible for the mind to conceive,) 
and still not be able to frustrate the pui-poscs of the Al- 
mighty, Their free agency is not beyond the control of 
omnipotence. 

If God can not exercise perfect control over the volun- 
tary actions of his creatures without destroying their 
liberty, tlien be can not exert the least degree of influence 
over their conduct, witliout impairing their free agency. 
So far as they are influenced in their conduct, in any 
way, by the Supremo Being, so far their free agency is 
impaired. If by commands, or tlireatenings, or provi- 
dential dispensations, or tlic agency of liis Spirit, be in 
the least degree gives direction to the conduct of his 
creatures, so far he diminishes their Ireedom. If so 
many degrees of divine influence aa are suiEcieut to 
amount to complete control of their conduct, are utterly 
subversive of liberty, then the least degree of snch influ- 
ence must impair it in some degree. To be free, accord- 
ing to tliis theory, man must be entirely independent. 
There must be no influence exerted upon him by his 
Maker, or by his feUow-creaturos. And is such inde- 
pendence essential to free agency ? Docs a parent take 
away the free agency of his cliild, when, by conunands, 
or threateniugs, or promises, or punishments, be induces 
him to pursue a particular course of conduct ? And is all 
that system of influence whicl^ God employs, by conunands, 
and tlireatenings, and promises, and warnings, by mercies 
and judgments in liis providences, and by the operations of 
his spirit, intended to destroy the free agency of his creOr 
turos ? The persons who can believe this, to be com 
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tent, must believe that there is and can be no such thing 
as free agency among finite beings. 

That God does exercise a complete control over the 
moral universe is further evident from the following con- 
Eiderations : — 

1. It is irrational to suppose that God has given being 
to creatnres whom ho can not govern. For what end did 
he create such beings ? He certainly did not create tliom 
witliout some end ; and wliatcver the end was, ho can 
have no certainty that it n-ill be answered unless tlicy are 
under his control. Indeed, he must be certain tliat, in 
regard to many of them, it will not be answered. And is 
it consistent with the infinite wisdom of Jehovah to sup- 
pose that he has given existence to creatures for an end 
which he knew would never be answered ? 

2. That God cau control tiie hearts and conduct of his 
creatures, without impairing tlieir liberty, is o\'idcnt from 
the duty of prayer. That prayer is a duty, no one will 
deny, who believes the Bible. But if God can not govern 
flie voluntary actions of his creatures, witliout destroying 
tiieir freedom, for what can we pray ? We can not pray 
that God would exert any influence upon our own hearts, 
OP the hearts of others. We can not pray that God would 
keep us from sin, and cause us to walk in his statutes; 
for this would be to control our moral conduct. We can 
not imitate the Psalmist in his prayer, " Create in me a 
clean heart, O God, and renew a riglit spirit within me; 
make mo to go in the path of thy commandments ; 
incline mino heart unto thy testimonies, and not unto 
covotousness. Lead me, Lord, in thy righteousness ; 
keep back thy ser\-ant, also, from presumptuons sins." 
We can not pray as Christ has taught us, " Thy kingdom 
come ; tby will be done on earth as it is in heaven ; lead 
us not into temptation, but deliver us from c\t1." Nor 
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can we pT&j for our fellow-mcn, that God would restmn, 
awaken, renew, or sanctify them. Tliat it is improper to 
pray for these things, no one who believes the Bible will 
pretend ; and every mail who prays, whatever he may 

profess to believe, always implicitly admits tliat God can 
influence the will and control the conduct of men, with- 
out impairing, in the least degree, their free agency. 

3. The same truth is implied in the doctrine of regen- 
eration. In regeneration, a cliango of Iieart is produced 
by the agency of the Holy Spirit. This change is tliua 
described in the Scriptures : " A new heart will I give 
you, and a new spirit will I put within you ; and I will 
take away the stony heart out of your flesh, and I will 
give you a heart of flesh. And I will put my spirit with- 
in you, and cause you to walk in my statutes, and ye shall 
keep my judgments and do them." Now, no one sup- 
poses that God destroys the moral agency of men in re- 
generation. But he does influence them so completely, 
that they are brought to love and choose the very opposite 
of what they loved and chose before. He can, therefore, 
govern the minds of men, and control their moral conduct, 
without impairing their freedom. 

4. The same truth is evident from God's proniise to 
sanctify his people, and to preserve them from apostasy. 
" Being confident," says tlie apostle, " of tliis very thing, 
that ho which hath begun a good work in you, will per- 
form it unto the day of Jesus Christ." " Wlio are kept 
by the power of God, through faith, unto salvation." 
" The steps of a good man are ordered by the Lord, and 
he delighteth in his way ; tliough ho fall, he shall not be 
utterly cast down, for the Lord upholdeth him with his 
liand." You will observe, it is God wlio carries on tlie 
work begun in regeneration, and he has promised to per^ 
feet it. While believers work out tlicir own salvati 
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with fear and trembling, it is God who workoth in them 
to will and to do of liis good pleasure ; and all in perfect 
consistency with their free moral agfincy. 

5. Tiiat God can iiiflucnco the will and control the 
conduct of liis creatures, without impairing their freedom, 
is evident from his promises to his people of protection 
from tlieir enemies. It was a statute in Israel, that all 
the males should assemlile three times each year, to pre- 
sent themselves before the Lord. At these seasons, their 
land would be left defenseless, and be exposed to tlio in- 
vasion of their hostile neighbors. To provide against this 
danger, God gave them tJiis promise, a promise wliich was 
fulfilled throughout all their generations. " Neither shall 
any man desire thy land, when thou slialt go up to appear 
before the Lord, thrice in the year." We can not sup- 
pose that such a promise as this would liave been made, 
unless God could control the desires of men without de- 
etroying tlieir free agency. 

When Paul began to preach at Corinth, he met with 
great opposition. But the Lord appeared to him in a 
vision, and said, " Be not afraid, for I am with thee, and 
no man shall set on thee to hurt thee." In this promise, 
God assured Paul that the hearts of his enemies were in 
his hand, and that lie was able to restrain tliem from 
doing him any essential injury. "When a man's ways 
please tlic Lord, he malceth even his enemies to l>e at 
peace with him." ITow can this promise be fulfilled, un- 
less God has complete control of the hearts of men ? 
When Jehoshapbat was pursued by the captains of the 
ting of Syria, " he cried out, and the Lord helped him ; 
and God moved them to depart from him." Did they not 
act freely in giving up the pursuit? But God moved 
tlicm to do it. 

6. The same doctrine is taught in all those texts which 
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represent diviae judgments aa inflicted hj the hands of 
men. The time would fail mo to quote a tenth part of 
the texts of this description which might be cited. Take 
the followiug as a specimen : " Tiio anger of the Lord was 
kindled against Israel, and he moved David against them 
to say, Go, number Israel andJudali." Here it is s^d 
that God moved David, and yet David acted freely. " And 
God stirred up an adversary to Solomon, Hadad, the 
Edomite." " And God stirred him up another adversary, 
Rezon, the son of Eliadah." "Were not these adversaries 
of Solomon free agents, and were they not accountable 
for their conduct? Yet God stirred them up as a judg- 
ment upon Solomon. Job considered all his calamities 
as judgments from God. But they were brought upon 
him by the agency of Satan and wiekod men. The Sa- 
beans stole his oxen and slew the servants ; the Chaldeans 
carried away his camels and slew the servants ; and yet 
Job said, "The Lord gave, and the Lord hath taken 
away ; blessed be the name of the Lord. In all this Job 
sinned not, neither charged God foolishly." '* Deliver my 
soul from the wicked, which is thy sword, from meu which 
are tliy hand." Here tlie wicked are styled God's sword 
and God's hand. The meaning is, they are instruments 
with which he punishes his people. " Assyrian, the rod 
of mine anger, and the staff in thine hand, is my indig- 
nation. I will send him against a hypocritical nation, 
against the people of my wrath will I give him a charge, 
to take the spoil, and to take the prey, and to tread them 
down as the mire of the streets. Howbeit, he meaneth 
not so, neither doth his heart think so ; but it is in his 
heart to destroy, and to cut off nations not a few." Here 
the king of Assyria is represented as the rod in the hand 
of God to punish the hypocritical Jews. God says, " 1 
will send him." And the work which he performed ( 



MORAL AQENCT. 



calls his work. " Wlion the Lord hath perfonned his 
whole work upon Mount Zion, and on Jerusalem, I will 
punish tho fntit of tlto stout heart of tlio king of Assyria, 
and tho glory of his high looks." Thus we see that the 
king of Assyria acted freely, aud was punished for his 
conduct, although he accomplished the divine purposes. 
It is said of Jehoiakim, "And the Lord sent against 
him bands of the Chaldces, aud bands of the Syriane, and 
bands of the Moahites, and bands of the children of Am- 
mon, and sent them against Judah to destroy it." But 
did not these enemies of Jehoiakim act freely ? To pun- 
ish Abimelech for the cruelty shown to the sons of Jerub- 
baal, it is said, "Then God sent an evil epirit between 
Abimelech and the sons of Shcchem, and tho men of 
Shechcm dealt treacherously with Abimelech." But the 
Shcchemites acted freely, and were punished for their 
conduct. For it is said, " Ajid all the evil of the men of 
Shechem did God render upon their own heads." Re- 
specting the Jews, it was said by tho mouth of Jeremiah, 
" Behold, I will send and take all the families of the north, 
eaitli tho Lord, and NebuchadncKzar, king of Babylon, my 
servant, and will bring them against this land." 

Passages of this description abound in the sacred toI- 
umc. Most of the judgments brought upon the Jews 
were inflicted by the hands of men, and yet tliey were 
judgments from God. Let any one read with attention 
and candor the historical part of the Bilile, and he can 
not hut observe the hand of God concerned in all the 
events there recorded. How often wicked men arc rep- 
resented as instruments with which God accomplishes his 
purposes ! They are styled tho sword, tho rod, tho ax, 
and the saw, in the hand of God. And yet it is apparent 
that they acted freely, and were accountal^B for their con- 
duct. God can, therefore, control the actious of men, 
without destroying their freedom. 
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7. The same truth is evident from those texts wliich 
represent diviue mercies as comuig tUi'ough the hands of 
men. Out of the many wliich might be cited take the 
following : " The Lord stirred up the spirit of Cyrus, 
king of Persia, tliat he made a proclamation throughout 
all his kingdom, and put it also in writing, saying, Thus 
saith Cyrus, king of Persia, All the kingdoms of the 
eartli hath tho Lord God of heaven given me, and lie 
hatli charged me to build him a house in Jerusalem, 
which ia in Judah. Wlio is there among you of all his 
people ? The Lord his God be with liirn, and let him go 
up." " Blessed be the Lord God, which Imth put such a 
thing as this in the king's heart, to beautify the house of 
the Lord, wliich is in Jerusalem." Now, did not Cyrus 
act freely in restoring tlie Jews to their own land ? And 
did not Artaxerxes act freely in beautifying the temple ? 
Yet the Lord stirred up the spirit of one, and put it into 
tho heart of tho otlier to do these tilings. Read tlie short 
piece of history recorded in the Book of Estlier. Notice 
the chain of events which conspired to save the Jews 
throughout the Persian empire from a general massacre. 
Can any one read this, and doubt whether God has com- 
plete control of the hearts of men ? 

Li addition to the foregoing proofs, I will refer to a 
few texts which explicitly assert that the hearts of men 
are in the hands of the Lord, and coTitrolled by Mm at 
pleasure. " The king's heart is in the hand of tlie 
Lord ; as the rivers of water, he turneth it whithersoever 
he will." " Lord, I know that the way of man is not 
in liimself; it is not in man that walkcth to direct his 
steps." 

Such, and much more abundant, is tlie ifistimony of 
Uie Scriptures ^n tliia subject ; and we may as well dis- 
card tlie Bible at onco as to deny God's absolute govu 
ment over the moral universe. 
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Should the question be asked, In -what manner does 
God control tlie hearts and voluntary conduct of his crea- 
tures ? I would answer, We know very little of the mode 
of the divine operation. Who by searching can find out 
God ? " IIow unscarchalilo are his judgments, and his 
ways past finding out ! " It is sufficient for us to know 
that be can, and that he does, govern the universe which 
he has made, even all his creatures, and all their actions, 
in the best possible manner. It is of no use to us to know 
how he does it. But that he can do it, and that he docs 
do it, I trust ia sufficiently apparent. There is some 
manner, wliatever that manner is, in which God does in- 
cline tlic liearts of men, and some manner in whicli he 
does move and stir them up, and turn their hearts, and 
put it into their hearts to do what is necessary to accom- 
plish his purposes. To say there is no sense in wliicli God 
does these things, is to say that mauy express declarations 
of the word of God are in no souse true. 

HotP does it appear that mankind are moral agents ? 

1, Qod treats them as such. This he does in various 
ways. 

Ho has given tliem a law, which they are required to 
obey on penalty of eternal death. But if they are uot 
moral agents, they are not proper subjects of moral gov- 
ernment, any more than the beasts of tho field, and to 
place tliem luider law would be perfectly preposterous. 

The whole system of redemption assumes that men 
ore moral agents. Christ camo into tho world to atone 
for on, and to prepare the way for tlio consistent exorcise 
of pardon. But nouo but moral agents can sin and stand 
in need of pardon. 

All the invitations, entreaties, and warnings addressed 
to men in tho Scriptures assume the fact that men are 
moral agents. To whom is such language as tho following 
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addressed ? " Ho, every one that tliirsteth, come ye to the 
waters." " Look unto me, and be ye saved." " Let the 
wicked forsake his way, and the unrighteous man his 
thoughts; and let him return unto the Lord, and ho will 
have mercy upon him, and to our God, for lie will 
abundantly pardon." "Except ye repent, ye shall all 
hkewisc perish." Is this language addressed to maf 
chines? — to persons who are no more free and accounta- 
ble agents than tlie trees of the forest ? 

Ail the threatenings denounced against men in Hie 
Scriptures assume also that they are moral agents. Has 
God denounced eternal death against creatures who have 
no free agency, and who, of course, are no more ill- 
deserving than stocks and stones ? If so, how is it possible 
to vindicate Ms character li-om the charge of injustice ? 

God treats mankind as moral agents in all those judg- 
ments which he sends upon them in the present 
These judgments are to be regarded as tokens of 
displeasure at sin. But unless men are moral ageni 
they have never sinned. There is no such thing 
on the globe. And all the misery wliich men experience 
is inflicted upon them while innocent. But " is there 
unrighteousness with God ? God forbid." 

2, God not only treats mankind as free moral agents, 
but he has so constituted tliem, and placed them in such 
circumstances, that they necessarily treat each other as 
such. All human laws assume the fact that men are 
proper subjects of moral government. On any oUier sup- 
position, laws would answer no purpose, and be of no 
use. If men are mere machines, it is vain to attempt to 
regulate their conduct by legal provisions. Not only 
it must be unjust to inflict punislunent tipon them 
any misdemeanor whatever. But will any man say 
punishment ought never to be inflicted ? Suppose a 
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convicted of murder should plead in his defense that he 
acted under a fatal necessity, aud that he could not avoid 
the crime of which he was convicted ; if this plea is true, 
as the fatalist contends, he ought most surely to be ao- 
qnitted. Yet, I presume to say, there is not a fatalist to 
be found who would not condemn any court or jury which 
should acquit him on this plea. 

Further : Mankind, in all their intercourse, treat each 
other as free and accountable agents. Is a man's prop- 
erty purloined, his character defamed, or his person in- 
jured, — he always considers the person who has injured 
Itim as culpable, and he takes measures to obtain satis- 
faction. Parents act on the same principle in tlie gov- 
ernment of their children. They feel that their children 
are proper subjects of moral government. Of course, 
they correct them for their faults with no compunction. 
But these tilings ought not so to be, if mankind are not 
moral agents. No fatalist, if he would act consistently witli 
his priuciples, ought ever to correct or to blame his child, 
however perverse or disobedient ho may be ; nor ought 
he to complain of any of his fellow-men, whatever injuries 
he may receive at their hands. If Ids house is plundered 
or burned, and his family massacred, he has nothing to 
say. The man by whom all this evil has been inflicted 
is not to be blamed, any more than the pestilence or tlie 
tempest. But where is the man who ever acted on this 
principle in matters pertaining to tliis life '( 

3. In addition to the foregoing considerations, it may 
be said that we have intuitive evidence of our own free 
moral agency. Every man knows that hi all his moral 
conduct he acts as he pleases. If he defrauds liis neighbor 
or injures his reputation, Iio knows that he did it freely ; 
and he feels, of course, accountable and culpable. Now, 
greater evidence than this no man can have of any truth 
27 
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whatever. This is tho highest evidence wliich wc have of 
our own existence. 

Should it be said tliat, altliough we seem to bo free, 
yot we may perliaps bo deceived, — I reply, If we may bo 
deceived in this matter, we may also be deceived in re- 
gard to our own existence; for wa have the same evi- 
dence that we act freely as that wo have a being. Now, 
the person who can doubt his own existence is not to be 
reasoned with. 

Besides : If wo are deceived in this matter, who is it 
that has deceived us. It must be our Creator, the Holy 
Sovereign of the universe. And is it possible that the 
God of trutli has thus deceived his creatures ? Has he 
so formed their minds that they have intuitive evidence 
of that which is not true ? Has he placed tiiem in such 
circumstances that they necessarily treat each other as 
free agents when such treatment is improper and unjust ? 
And is it possible that all his commands, invitations, 
warnings, and threatenings are designed to deceive his 
creatures ? He who can believe this, sweeps away, at 
one blow, t)ic foundation of all religion. He impeaches 
tho veracity of God, and destroys all ground of confidence 
in him. He subverts the first principles of reasoning, 
and opens the door to universal scepticism. Those who 
are soothing their consciences under the influence of this 
behef, have much greater reason to fear tliat they are 
deceiving themselves in regard to their true character 
and condition, and that they will be wofully undeceived 
whon they shall open their eyes on the scenes of a future 
and eternal state. 

After all which has been said, some one, perhaps, will 
ask, How can man's moral agency be reconciled with tlie 
doctrine, wliich has been established, of God's universal 
control of tho voluntary actions of his creatures ? 
thia I would briefly reply, — 
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1. These doctrines, viewed separately, commend them- 
Bolves to our understandings. They are satisfactorily 
proved to bo true. And if they are both true, they are 
certainly consistent with each other, for trutli must bo 
consistent with itself. 

2. No man can prove them to he inconsistent. For, in 
order to prove that God can not control the actions of his 
creatures wliile they are perfectly free, he must have a 
perfect knowledge of the human mind, and of the extent of 
almighty power. But what finite being can make preten- 
sions to such knowledge ? We know but very tittle re- 
specting the nature and powers of our own minds, and 
much less do we know respecting the extent of almighty 
power. 

3. The fact (if it be a fact) that we can not see hoio 
they are consistent, is no evidence against the truth of 
either. Is nothing to be believed which transcends our 
comprehension? Tell me liow God could exist from eter- 
nity ; tell me jow ho can exist in three persons, and still 
be but one God ; tell me how ho could create all things 
out of nothing ; tell me how your souls and bodies are 
united ; tell me how you can think, and move, and 
speak, and a thousand other things, equally mysterious, 
which you never think of disbelie'ving, — and I will tell you 
how you can be free and accountable, and all your actions 
be under tho control of God's universal government. We 
are surrounded with mysteries. We can not open our 
eyes without seeing things which we can not explain. If 
we resolve that we will believe nothing which we can not 
comprehend, we shall soon come to the conclusion that 
the perfection of human knowledge is to doubt of every 
thing. 
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There is no one doctriuo of the Bible of which it more 
deeply concerns us to have correct views, than the doctrine 
of regeneration. Yet various and very widely diflerent 
opinions have been entortaiued respecting this fundamen- 
tal article of the Christian faith. 

By some it is maintained that regeneration is inseparch I 
bli/ connected with baptism. 

Those who adopt this opinion sometimes speak of li 
tism as that which alone constitutes regeneration ; 
sometimes tbey speak of it as an essential ingredient, i 
constituent part of the new birth ; or, as that without 
which it can not take place, and with which, when it is 
administered by a person duly authorized and to a proper 
subject, regeneration is invariably connected. In eitlierd 
case, according to this theory, no unbaptized person WM 
regenerated ; and every person properly baptized 
regenerated. 

In regard to this theory, I would observe, that it i 
founded on erroneoiis views of the nature of baptism 
Baptism is a sacrament. A sacrament is a symbolical idf 
resentation. The outward washing of water is designed 
to represent the necessity of inward purification. 
suppose, therefore, baptism itself to he regeneration, or a 
essential constituent part of it, is to confound the sigl 
with the thing signified — an error not uuiikc to thatwhi 
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supposes tbe bread and wine iii the other sacrament to be 
actually converted into the body and blood of Christ, of 
which Ihey are symbols. 

The only passages of Scripture which have been ad- 
duced with any plauBibility in support of the doctrine of 
baptismal regeneration, are the following, John iii. 5: 
" Except a man bo born of water and of tho Spirit, ho 
can not enter into the kingdom of hoaven," Titus iii. 5 : 
" Not by works of righteousness which we have done, but 
according to liis mercy he saved us, by tlie washing of 
regeneration, and renewing of the Holy Ghost." lu tbo 
first of these passages, it is said, wo are explicitly taught 
that baptism is just as essential to the new birth as tbe 
agency of tbo Holy Spirit — that without tho application 
of water to tlie outward man, as well as of tbe Spirit to 
the inward man, there can be no scriptural regeneration. 
This, at first view, is quite plausible ; hut upon close 
examination it wUi be found not to bo conclusive. 

Wliat does our Sariour mean by the phrase, " born of 
water " ? Does bo mean baptism by water ? This is by 
no means certain. For, — 

1. Baptism is not mentioned in the passage. It is said, 
" Except a man bo born of water ; " but it is not said, 
Except a man bo baptized with water. To assert that 
these phrases are synonymous, is taking for granted what 
needs to be proved. 

2. There are no parallel texts which support tliis inter- 
pretation. Tliero are many passages of Scripture which 
teacli tlio necessity of regeneration, which speak of it as 
the work of God, and wliicb describe its nature and 
effects. But there is not one in which baptism is men- 
tioned as constituting any part of it. If baptism is an 
essential part of it, would there not have been some 
explicit declai-ation to tliia effect — especially as regcn- 
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emtion is so often brought into riew in the Scripl 
and represented as absolutely necessary to salvation ? 
am aware that other texts arc referred to by tliose who 
adopt tlie interpretation in question ; but no one has been 
adduced more unequivocal tlian tbo one we arc consider- 
ing. The one principally relied on is Titus iii. 5, which 
has been quoted. But it will be observed that baptism is 
not mentioned in this passage. To affirm that by " tlie 
wasl\ing of regeneration " the ordinance of baptism is 
intended, is again taking for granted what needs to be 
proved. It is equally doubtful, to say the least, whether 
this plirase means baptism, as whether the plirase " born 
of water " has this meaiiiug. Aiid it is a gross departure 
from all the rules of sound intcrpretJitiou to explain 
doubtful passage by another equally doubtful. 

8. At the time of our Lord's conference with Nil 
dcmus, Christian baptism was not instituted. The old 
dispensation had not yet ceased. Cliristiau baptism was 
not instituted ujitil after Christ's resurrection. The fii 
account wo have of it is in the commission given to 
apostles, " Go ye, therefore, and teach all nations, 
tizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Sonj 
and of the Holy Ghost." Prcnously to this, we have no 
account that Christ ever enjoined baptism. In all liis 
preaching, so far as we can learn, he said nothing on this 
subject. To many a penitent believer he said, " Go in 
peace ; " but to what one did he ever say. Go be baptized ? 
No such case is recorded ; and the reason is obvious. 
The time had not yet como for baptism, which was to be 
an ordinance of the new dispensation, to bo instituted. 
Now, is it credible that our Saviour, in his confci'ence 
with Nicodcmus, should refer to an ordinance which was 
not yet instituted t Especially, is it credible that be 
should declare it to bo essential to that new bii-tlt, witfc 
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out which he had just iiiformed Nicodemus he could not 
see tlie kingdom of God ? 

4. If, by the phrase " bom of water," baptism is 
intended, I see uot tliat any one without baptism can 
pcrasihly be saved. The declaration of our Lord is abso- 
lute, " Except a man be boru of water and of the Spirit, 
he can not enter into the kingdom of heaven." But did 
Ctirist declare baptism to be essentia] to salvation ? and 
■with the same lips afterward promise to the unbaptized 
tliief, that he should be with Mm in paradise ? If, to 
evade this difficulty, it sliould be said, that by " kingdom 
of heaven" the visible church is intended, there is an 
insuperable objection to this explanation. It would make 
the passage teach tliat no man can enter the ^-isible church 
witliout being born of the Spirit. But is this impossible ? 
Is it impossible to make a hypocritical profession of 
religion. Have all, w^ho are members of the Wsible 
church, been born of tlie Spirit 7 Was this true of Simon 
Magus ? Is it true of those who will say to Christ at the 
last day, "Lord, Lord," and to whom he will say, "I 
never knew you " ? 

5. To suppose that the phrase " born of water" means 
baptism, is to ascribe to tliis ordinance an importance 
which is nowhere else given to it in the Scriptures. 
According to this interpretation, to be baptized is just 
as essential to salvation as to repent and believe the 
gospel. But no such importance is elsewhere given to 
baptism. It is written, "He that believeth and is bap- 
tized shall be saved, and he that believeth not shall be 
damned." But it is not said, He that is uot baptized 
shall be damned. Nor is it any where said, unless it be 
in the passage under consideration, that except a man be 
baptized, he can not enter into the kingdom of heaven. 

6. Tliat our Lord did not mean baptism by the plirasQ 
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"born of water" may be inferred from tlie reprimand 
wHcli he gave to Nicodemus — "Art thou a master of 
Israel, aud knowest not these things?" But what means 
had lie of knowing these things, if baptism is an essential 
part of the new birth ? "Where could he have learned 
this doctrine ? Not from tho Old Testament, for no such 
doctrine is there inculcated. Not from tlie mere custom 
among the Jews (a custom of human origin) of bap- 
tizing Gentile proselytes, for certainly he could not be 
expected to infer the necessity of baptism to himself, 
being a Jew, fram such a practice. Not from the New 
Testament ; for the New Testament was not tlien writlen. 
How, then, could Nicodemus have known these things? 
And how could ho be criminal for his ignorance ? If 
Christ inculcated tho necessity of a spiritual change of 
heart, this is a truth abundantly taught in tlie law and 
in the prophets — a truth, of course, which Nicodemus 
ought to have well understood. In this view of the sub- 
ject, we can see the utmost propriety in the reprimand 
which he received. But if baptism is essential to tho 
new birth, and to salvation, and if tliis is what our Saviour 
inculcated, Nicodemus was quite excusable for his igno- 
rance of this truth, for it is a truth which had never " " 
revealed. 

But if the phi-ase " born of water " does not mean 
tism, what does it mean ? 

I agree with Calvin and others in supposing that the 
term " water " in this passage is used not in a literal, but 
figurative sense. If this view is correct, to bo bora of 
water and to be born of the Spirit are but different 
modes of expression to signify the same thing, Tho one, 
however, may be designed to point out the nature of the 
elToct produced, and tlie other the agent by whom it is 
produced. The passage is thus paraphrased by D 
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" ' Except a man be born of water and of the Spirit,' — 
except he be purified by that inward washing of the Holy 
Spirit, of which water liath been the constant emblem, — 
* he can not enter into tlie kingdom of God.'" It is well 
known that water is often used in the Scriptures as the 
emblem of tlic Holy Spirit. When Jesus said, " He that 
beliereth on me, as Uio Scripture liath said, out of his 
belly shall flow rivers of living water ; but this spake he of 
the Spirit, which they that believe on him should receive." 
When it is said, " I will sprinkle clean water upon you, 
and ye shall be clean," tlicrc can be no doubt that the 
influences of the Spirit are intended. Why, then, may 
we not suppose that tlie term " water " is used in the same 
emblematic sense in the passage under consideration ? 

Should it be said that the form of expression " bom 
of water alid of the Spirit " clearly imports that two 
distinct thiugs are intended, I would remark, that sim- 
flar phraseology is often used to describe, not two distinct 
things, but what, in the sense above explained, is one and 
the same thing. Take the following texts as examples : 
" A new heart will I give you, and a new spirit will I put 
within you." What is the difference between a new heart 
and a new spirit ? "I will pour water upon him that la 
thirsty, and floods upon the dry gi'ound ; I will pour my 
Spirit upon tliy seed, and my blessing upon thine off- 
spring." In this passage, water and spirit evidently de- 
note the same thing. The promise expressed in flguror 
tive language in the first part of the passage is repeated 
in literal terms in the last part. iTohn the Baptist, speak- 
ing of Christ, said, " He shall baptize you with the Holy 
Ghost and with fire." That hy" fire" here is meant literal 
fire, no one believes. The meaning most commonly given 
by commentators is, that Clirist should baptize with the 
Holy Ghost, " which has the energy and eflicacy of fire to 
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refine us from our dross and corruptions ; " so in the 
passage under consideration, to bo " bom of water and of 
tliB Spirit," is to be renewed by the Holy Spirit, which, 
like water, purifies us from the pollutions of sin. 

I have dwelt the longer on this passage, because, so far 
as the Scriptures are concerned, tiiose who contend for 
the doctrine in question regard this text as their strong- 
hold. 

Another text on which they place some reliance, and 
which I have already mentioned, is Titus iii. 5. But bap- 
tism, as I have already had occasion to remark, is not 
mentioned in this passage ; and to affirm that the phrase 
" washing of regeneration " means baptism, is a mere as- 
sumption. But if it could bo proved that it does mean 
baptism, this would not prove tliat baptism is regenera- 
tion. Regeneration itself, and the washing of regenera- 
tion, may be distinct. Baptism may be called the washing 
of regeneration, as being the emblem of regeneration. It 
is the outward, visible sign of an inward spiritual change 
of Iieart, which tlie Scriptures denominate " regeneration." 

To me, however, it seems more probable that baptism is 
not referred to in this passage. The washing of regenera- 
tion probably denotes that inward purification which is 
effected by the operation of the Holy Spirit. Dr. Dod- 
dridge thinks that the last clause is esegetical of the first, 
and that the passage would be correctly translated if it 
should read thus : " By the washing of regeneration, even 
the renewing of the Holy Ghost." 

I do not deem it necessary to spend time in examining 
other passages which have been adduced in support of tliis 
doctrine ; for, as I have already said, these two are the 
only texts from which any thing like a plausible argu- 
ment lias been derived. I proceed now to show that tbo 
doctrine of baptismal regeneration can not bo ti-ue. 



REGENEaATION. 



1. It is opposed to tho wliole spirit and genius of the 
Christian religion. Tlie religion of the gospel is a spirit- 
iiat religion — not a religion of forms, bnt a religion of 
the heart. " God is a Spirit, and they that worehip him 
must worship him in spirit and in trnth." Mankind have 
ever been prone to place undue reliauce on tiie obson'ance 
of outward forms. This was true of God's ancient people. 
They were punctilious in their observance of the rites and 
ceremonies enjoined in their law. And in this they placed 
the essence of true religion. Hence God reprobated their 
services as vain oblations. The Jews, in the days of our 
Saviour, were also very strict hi tho observance of out- 
ward forma. They tithed mint, anise, and cumin ; 
but they omitted the weiglitier matters of tiie law, judg- 
ment, mercy, and faith. " God looketh on the heart." 
" He is not a Jew which is one outwardly ; neither is that 
drcumcision, which is outward in the flesh ; bnt he is a 
Jew which is one inwardly, and circumcision is that of 
the heart, in the spirit, and uot in the letter, whose praise 
is not of men, bnt of God." With equal truth it may be 
eaid. He is not a Christian who is one outwardly ; neither 
is that baptism which is outward in tho flesh, &c. " For 
in Christ Jesus neither circumcision availcth any thing, 
nor uncircumcision, but faith which worketh by love." 
Again : " For iu Christ Jesus neither circumcision avail- 
eth any thing, nor uncircumcision, hut a new creature." 
Thus we sec how little stress the Scriptures lay on the 
externals of religion, when compared with those inward 
feeling of the heart which constitute the essence of holy 
obedience. We must possess that faith which worketh by 
love, and thus become new creatures in order to bo inter- 
ested in the divine favor. To suppose that baptism is 
regeneration, is to give to it an importance which the 
Scriptures do not give to tlie outward observance of any 




religious rite, and which is utterly inconsistent vith the 
genius of Christiainty. Cliristiauity is a religion not of 
forms, but of realities ; not of shadows, but of substance ; 
not of words, but of things. 

2, Those who have been regenerated are children of 
God. This is admitted by the advocates of baptismal re- 
generation. Bisliop BruwncU says, " Those who are sacra- 
mentally baptized in the name of tlie Father, of the Son, 
and of tlie Holy Ghost, become, by that act, (not in name 
only, hut in deed and in truth,) members of Clirist, chil- 
dren of God, and heirs of tlio kingdom of heaven." But 
how, accordiug to tlie Scriptures, do persons become the 
children of God ? Is it by baptism ? Where do wc find 
any such doctrine taught in the Bible ? The apostle says, 
(Gal. iii. 26,) "To are all the chMron of God by faith ia 
Jesus Christ." Again : It is written, (John i. 12, 13,) 
"But as many as received him, to them gave he power 
to become the sons of God, even to tliera tliat behove 
on his name, which were born, not of blood, nor of the 
will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, hut of Gi 
Here wc are explicitly taught that persons become 
sons of God by faith. Those who receive Christ — that 
those who believe on bis name — are the sons of God, and 
are born of God. Notliing is said of their being regener 
ated in baptism. Again: It is written, (Rora. vili. 14.) 
"As many as are led by the Spirit of God, they are the 
sous of God." Not as many as are baptized, but as many 
as are renewed by the Holy Spirit, and are under 
influence and guidance. 

And bow, according to the Scriptures, are we to 
tain whether we are tho children of God ? If wo become' 
the children of God by baptism, all that is necessary is to 
iftqnire whether wc have been duly baptized. But the 
apostle says, " The Spirit itself beareth witness with 
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spirits that we are the children of God." Again: The 
apostle says, (Phil. ii. 14, 15,) " Do all things without mur- 
niurings and disputinga ; that ye may be blameless and 
harmless, the aons of God without rebuke, in tlic midst of 
a crooked and perverse nation, among whom ye shine as 
lights in the world." Nothing is said about their becom- 
ing Buch by baptism. Nor is there a text in the Bible in 
which it is affirmed that persons become the children of 
God by baptism. 

3. If baptism is regeneration, then circflmcision must 
have been regeneration under the ancient dispensation. 
But is circumcision ever thus spoken of in the Scrip- 
tures ? Are we any where taught that those who were 
by nature children of wrath were taken from this state, 
and transferred by circumcision " into the family, house- 
liold, and kingdom of the Saviour " ? Observe what the 
apostle Paul says on this subject, (Rom. iv. 6-11,) 
" Even as David also describcth the blessedness of the 
man unto whom the Lord imputcth righteousness without 
works ; saying, Blessed are they whose iniquities are for- 
given, and whoso sins are covered. Blessed is the man to 
whom the Lord will not impute sin, Cometh this blessed- 
ness, then, upon the circumcision only, or upon the un- 
circumcision also ? For we say that faith was reckoned 
unto Abraham for righteousness. How was it then reck- 
oned? When he was in circumcision, or in uucircum- 
cision ? Not in circumcision, but in uncircumcision. And 
he received the sign of circumcision, ft seal of the right* 
cousness of the faith which ho had, yet being uncircnm- 
cieed." Here wo are taught that tlie blessing of pardon, 
under the ancient dispensation, was bestowed upon all true 
believers, whether they had been circumcised or not. So 
under tlia Christian dispensation this blessedness cometh 
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not iipon tho baptized only, but upon the uiibaptized, if 
they are true believers. 

4. If baptism is essential to regeneration, it will follow 
that no unbaptized person can be the subject of evangeli- 
cal love, or faith, or obedience. It is written, (1 John iv. 
7,) " Every one that loveth is born of God." Again, (1 
John V. 1,) " Whosoever bclieveth that Jesus is the Christ 
is born of God." Again, (1 John ii. 29,) " Every one 
that docth righteousness is horn of hira." 

The argument on this point stands thus: "E\'ery one 
that loveth is born of God." But no unbaptized person 
is bom of God. Therefore no unbaptized person loveth. 

Again ; " Whosoever belioveth that Jesus is the Christ 
is born of God." But no unbaptized person is born of 
God. Therefore no unbaptized person believeth that 
Jesus is the Clirist. 

Again : " Every one that doeth righteousness is 
of him." But no unbaptized |)crson is torn of 
Therefore no unbaptized person doeth righteousness. 

And is it so ? Must a person be baptized before he 
can love, or believe, or do righteousness ? Was not Cor- 
nelius a devout man, and one that feared God, and one 
that received the Holy Ghost previous to his baptism ? 
Did not the three thousand, on the day of Pentecost, re- 
ceive the word with joy, and of courso believe, before 
they were baptized ? But tlie case of tho eunuch is de- 
cisive. "Tlie eunuch said. See, here is water; what 
doth liinder me to be baptized ? And Philip said, If 
thou believest with all thine heart, thou mayst." Mayst 
what ? Bo baptized ; that is, regenerated, according to 
the doctrine under examination. But " whosocve 
lieveth that Jesus is the Clirist is born of God." If, 
the eunuch did boliovo with all his heart, he was alri 
regenerated ; yet this was required as tho condition 
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which he was entitled to receive baptism. Baptism, 
therefore, is not regeneration ; nor has it any necessary 
connection with regeneration. On the contrary, no adult 
person possesses the requisite qualifications for baptism, 
until he has been regenerated. 

Note. — I haye discussed this subject more at length in an article on 
Baptismal Regenerationi published in the second yolume of the New 
Englander. 
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REGENERATION. — II. 



The Nature of Regeneration. — Continued. 

Having examined tlio doctrine of baptismal regenei 
tion, I proceed to consider some other hypotheses vhicj 
have been maintained in reference to this eubject. 

It is maitUained by some that regeneration dene 
merely a change from l/ie Jewish or Gentile religion to the " 
belief and acknowledgment of Christiartittf. 

Tliose who adopt tliis hypothesis contend that the term 
ia applicable only to converted Jews and pagans, and 
that it has no proper application to those who are born in 
a Christian land, and who are educated in the belief of 
the Christian religion. But if this were the meaning of 
our Saviour, in his conversation with Xicodpmus, why 
did he express himself in such general terms ? Why did 
he uot say, Except a Jew or pagan be born again, ha 
can not enter the kingdom of God ? But such is not Ids 
language. " Verily, verily, I say unto thee, Except a man 
be born again, he can not see tlio kingdom of God," 
what rules of interpretation is this language to be i 
stricted in its application ? Besides: Tlie reason assigned ^ 
to show the necessity of this change is applicable, not only 
to Jews and pagans, but to all men. " That which is 
born of the flesh, is flesh." Wliatcvcr interpretation may^ 
be given of tlie term _/?csA, it will not, I presume, 
pretended tiiat Jews and pagans only are born of t 
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The mysterious and incorapreheiisible manner in which 
this change is represented as taking place is also conclu- 
sive proof tliat it is somethmg dilTcrent from the mere 
renunciation of Judaism or idolatry. " Tlie wind blow- 
etli where it listeth, and thou hearcst the liouird thereof, 
but cangt not tell whence it coraetli and wliitlier it goetli. 
So is every one that is born of the Spirit." 

It appears, moreover, from the declarations of the 
apostle John, quoted in my last lecture, tliat all true 
believers, all wlio love God, and all who do righteous- 
ness, are born of God ; lliat is, have been regenerated. 
If, then, tlio theory which we are considering is true, it 
will follow tliat tlicse traits of character belong only to 
converted Jews and pagans. But will this be maintained ? 
What, tlien, is to become of all Cliristendom ? 

Again ; It is said, " As many as received him, to them 
gave he power to become the sons of God, oven to them 
tiiat beUeved on his name ; who were bom, not of blood, 
nor of tlie will of the flesh, uor of tlie will of man, but 
of God." Here we are taught tliat all who receive Christ, 
or beliovo on his name, become the sons of God, and are 
regenerated. Is tliis true only of converted Jews aud 



There is another grand defect m this scheme. It 
destroys all distmction between nominal and real Chris- 
tianity — between speculative faith and the faith of the 
gospel. According to tliis scheme, all who rcnoimce 
Judaism and paganism, and profess their belief in tlio 
Christian religion, are born again. Consequently tlicy are 
children of God and heirs of heaven. But is no distinc- 
tion to be made between nominal and real Ctiristions — 
between that faith which consists in a conviction of the 
understanding and that cordial belief of the truth which 
the Scriptures inculcate ? Where, according to this 
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scheme, is the line of distiiictiou between saints and 
sinners — between tliosc who are justified and those who 
are condemned ? Arc all wlio behove Christianity to be 
true, whatever may be the disposition of heart which they 
manifest, to be numbered among the saints ? This, surely, 
is far from being consonant with the representations of 
Christ and his apostles. 

Another theory maiiUained by some, is, that reg-eneTO- 
tion denotes simply a change of the governing- purpose of 
the mind. 

Tliose who adopt this tlieory, maintain that the govern- 
ing purpose of the mind is that of which moral character 
is predicated, that it constitutes wliat is called moral dis- 
position, and that all those affections and desires wl 
lie back of this purpose are natural, or constitutdoi 
and possess no moral quality. 

I have examined this theory, in my lectures on moral 
agency, and shown, if I mistake not, that it has no foiin- 
dation in truth. It was shown that our purposes, of them- 
selves, possess no moral quality, but derive their character 
entirely from the motives which prompt them ; that is, 
from those affections which lie back of our purposes, and 
which constitute tlie reasons why wo purpose as we do. 

If Uiis is true, then the theory that regeneration de- 
notes merely a change in the governing purpose of the 
mind, can not bo true. The change which takes place in 
regeneration is undoubtedly a change of moral ciiaracter: 
it must, of course, be a change of that of wliich moral 
character is ultimately predicated. Now, we have seen 
that moral character is ultimately predicated, not of ei- 
temal conduct, nor of the purposes of tho mind, nor 
tliose volitions or determinations on which external 
tions immediately depend, hut of those affections 
jngs which prompt the purposes and executive volitit 
Here, then, is the seat of the change in regeneration. 
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A cliange of tlie governing purpose of the mind will, 
doubtless, always be a coiisequcuce of regeucration ; for 
when a man's heart is changed, ho will, of course, liave a 
new object of pursuit. When the sinner is brought to 
860 tho beauty and excellency of the divine character, — 
when the love of God is shod abroad in his heart by the 
Holy Ghost, and when tlio divine law is written upon his 
heart, — lie will, as a natural and necessary consequence, 
devote himself to the service of God. 

But although tlie lieart can not be changed without be- 
ing followed by a change of tlic governing purpose of 
mind, yet the governing purpose may be cliauged without 
a change of lieart. Human depravity runs in a great 
variety of channels. Men may bo influenced by different 
motives in changing their purposes. 

Two men, who Iiavo been devoted to tho pursuit of 
wealth or fame, resolve to become religious men. They 
consequently adopt an entirely new course of conduct ; 
they have new objects of pursuit. The world with both 
has become a secondary object. Tlie great tilings of eter- 
nity have a controlling influence over their minds, and 
they arc both strict and punctilious in the performance of 
tlie outward duties of religion. But one is influenced by 
love to God. He delights in the character and law of 
God, and esteems it a privilege to serve him. Tlie other 
is influenced entirely by selfish motives. He has no love 
to God, but is stimulated solely by tho fear of punisliment, 
and the hope of a future reward. Both of those indi- 
viduals have experienced a change in tlieir governing pur- 
pose ; but they have not both been regenerated. The one 
is a Christian, and the other is a Pharisee. A man may 
undet^o such a change of his governing purpose that 
from an abandoned profligate he shall become a most 
zealous religionist, and still not be regenerated. No 
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degree of religious zeal is any certain evidence of genuine 
piety. There is false religion as well as true ; and there 
are spurious conversions as well as genuine. Multitudes 
have greatly changed tlieir course of life, who ha^e not 
become new creatures in Clirist Jesus. A change of pur- 
pose, merely, is not a change of heart, nor is it always 
evidence of a cliange of heart, In order to ascertain 
whether it implies a change of heart, it is necessary to 
examine the motives from wliich it springs. If a person 
resolves to serve God, because ho delights in liis char- 
actor, and has a supreme regard to liis glory, this ii 
dencc of regeneration. But if he resolves to serve 
and devotes himself to a religious life, to secure his 
personal happiness, ho is the same selfish being that ha 
was while his whole soul was engrossed in the pursuit of 
worldly good, and, however devoted he may be, appar- 
ently, to the service of God, his religion is a dream. 
" Though I speak witli the tongues of men and of angels, 
and have not cliarity, [lioly love,] I am become ae 
sounding brass or a tinkling cymbal. And tliough I have 
the gift of prophecy, and understand all mysteries, and 
all knowledge, and though I have all faith, so that I could- 
remove mountains, and have not charity, I am notli 
And thougli I bestow all ray goods to feed the poor, ant 
give my body to bo burned, and have not charity, it pi 
eth me nothing." 

The Israelites, when they had witnessed the display 
God's glory on Mount Sinai, said unto Moses, " Go thoQ' 
near, and heai- all that the Lord our God shall speak unto 
thee, and we will Iiear it, and do it." Here was a pur- 
pose to scrv-Q God. But God knew their hearts. Hot 
knew that they were actuated by selfish motives, and 
said to Moses, " lliat there were such a heart in thei 
that they would fear me, and keep all my commaiK 
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ments," We aie here taught that a purpose to serve 
God is of no value, uqIgss it flows from a heart in which 
the love of God lias been shed abroad by tbo Holy Ghost. 
That tiie Israelites, who thus resolved and promised to 
Berve God, were not truly regenerated, wo know; for in 
less tlian forty days from this time they were engaged in 
making and worshiping an idol. 

Let us look a Utile more at this theory. If regenera- 
tiou denotes merely a change of the governing purpose of 
tlie mind, then the regenerate and tlie unregencrate are 
both actuated by the samo iutcrnat motive. This, I be- 
lieve, is generally admitted by those who adopt this theory. 
They maintain that all men, whether saints or sinners^ 
make their own happiness their ultimato end ; that while 
the sinner seeks his happiness in the service of sin, the 
saint seeks his in the service of God ; that in all eases, 
aeli-love is the spring of action. Thus a writer in the 
Christian Spectator for 18-33, pp. 357, 358, says, ** There 
is no more difficulty in accouutiug for the fact, that the 
yielding sinner supremely loves God, from the impulse of 
a regard to his own happiness, than there is in explaining 
the opposite fact, of his having formerly, under the iuSu- 
ence of the same principle, wlien perverted, supremely 
loved his idols ; which, though contrary to his reason and 
conscience, his heart wickedly preferred as his highest 
good. The self-love which was previously in servitude to 
his selfish inclinations, and perverted by their unhallowed 
influence, now breaks away from that servitude, as his 
soul, under the influence of light and motives, rendered 
efiectual by the Holy Ghost, is made to see where its true 
interest lies. And no sooner is this duly seen and felt, 
through the influence of the Spirit, than the man who is 
80 constituted that he must regard what he views as his 
own highest good, at once chooses Clirist and his service 
as the means of securing it." 
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According to this representation, tlie cbange in regen- 
eration is this : Tlie sinner, being enlightened by the Holy 
Spirit, is brought to see where his true interest lies ; and 
being " so constituted that he must regard what he views 
as liis own highest good," at once changes his purpose ; 
that is, selects a new object of pursuit. Tlie self-love 
which before prompted liim to serve his idols, now prompts 
him to serve God, because he sees that he had mistaken 
the true way of obtaining his highest happiness. Here is 
no change of motive. He is under the influence of the 
same principle which actuated him when he served hie 
idols. 

And is it so ? Does regeneration imply no change of 
principle or motive? Have the saint and the sinner the 
same ultimate end ? If so, then there is no radical dis- 
tinction between holiness and sin — "between him that 
serveth God and him tliat scrveth him not." 

Again : If regeneration denotes merely a change of the 
governing purpose of tlie mind, I sec not but every Chris- 
tian must be in a state of siidess perfection. It is a part 
of this theory, that the governing purpose controls all the 
subordinate acts of the will ; that this alone constitutes 
moral character, and that all those affections and desires 
which lie back of this jiurjjose are constitutional, and 
possess no moral quality. I ask, now, How is it possible, 
according to these principles, for the Christian to sin ? If 
it is the governing purpose of the Christian to serve 
God, as none wUl deny ; if this purpose controls all the 
subordinate moral acts of the soul ; if there is no sin in 
those affections and desires which are not under the con- 
trol of this purpose, — bow can the Christian sin ? If it 
should he said, as it has been said, that the gOToming 
purpose may bo suspended, and that, during its suspen- 
sion, the Christian may sin, I would reply, It must i 
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be forgotten that, according to this tlieory, the governing 
purpose is that trluch alone constitutes moral cliaracter. 
Consequently, if this is suspendod, moral cliaracter is 
suspended ; and if the Christian sins, lie sins without a 
moral chai*actcr, which is absurd. 

Again : According to tlie theory under consideration, 
all the natural conceptions of the human heart remain as 
strong in the regenerate man as they are in tlie unregen- 
erate man. All tiiose feelings which lie back of the 
governing purpose, and wliicli are not under its con- 
trol, — such as pride, envy, lust, anger, malice, revenge, 
deliglit in sin, aversion to holiness, and enmity against 
God, — remain unchecked. The work of regeneration 
goes not so deep. It does not enter into these deep 
recesses of the soul. It effects only a change of the 
jreming purpose of tlie mind, by wliich a man chooses 
f object of pursuit, prompted by the same motive as 
J which he had ever been influenced. 
%A is it so ? Is the great work of regeneration so 
Bnperficial ? Docs it effect no change in the natural feel- 
ings of the heart ? Does it do nothing toward suiiduing 
those rile affections which we inherit from our ancestors, 
and toward purifying the fountains of inbred corrujitions ? 
Does it create no delight, no complacency in the divine 
character, and other holy objects ? The change, it is 
true, is only partial, but it is real. The work is begun, 
and it will be carried on, until all the vile propensities of 
our natures shall bo subdued. 

The change wrought in regeneration, according to the 
Scriptures, is a change of heart. 

" A new heart will I give you, and a new spirit will I 
put within you ; and I will take away the stony heart out 
of your flesh, and give you a heart of flesh. And I will 
put my spirit within you, and cause you to walk in my 
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statutes, find yo shall keep my judgments and do them." 
" Aud the Lord thy God shall circumcise thine heart, and 
the heart of thy seed, to lovo the Lord thy God with all 
tliiiie heart, and with all thy soul, that thou mayst live." 
" After those days, saitli the Lord, I will put my law in their 
inward parts, and write it in their hearts, and will be their 
God, and tliey shall bo tny people." " For God, who com- 
manded the light to shine out of darkness, hath shined in 
our hearts, to give the light of the knowledge of his glory 
in the face of Jesus Christ." 

From these passages, and many others which might be 
cited, it is evident that the change wrought in regenera- 
tion is a change of heart, or of the moral affections — a 
change of those feehngs which constitute the internal 
motives of our conduct, and which lie at tlie seat of moral 
action. It is not a superficial change. It enters into 
the deep recesses of the soul, so that the subject of it 
becomes a new creature. " Old things are passed away, 
and all things have become new." A new relish is im- 
parted to the soul. The person loves what before he 
hated, and takes dehght in objects which before were 
contemplated with aversion. He delights in the charac- 
ter of God and of Christ, in tlie law and in the gospel. 
He sees a beauty and glory in divine olyects wliicli he 
never saw before, and tlio contemplation of them gives 
him a joy and a peace which can be known only by expe- 
rience. All his moral feelings are changed ; and this 
change of feelings leads to a change of tlie gover 
purpose, and the consecration of the soul to God. 

In regeneration no new faculties are imparted. Un] 
newed men possess all the powers which are essential fl 
moral agency. They have understanding to perceive the 
rule of duty, conscience to feel obligation, and a will to 
choose. It is true these powers arc more or less afibct 
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by sin. The understanding is blinded by a depraved 
heart. Tlie conscience is sometimes seared as with a hot 
iron, and the will is perverted. Consequently, when the 
heart is renewed, the understanding is illuminated. The 
sinner is brought out of darkness into marvelous light. 
He finds himself in a new world. His will and con- 
science are also excited to perform their appropriated 
offices ; still tlie lieart is tlic seat of tlic change. 

Regeneration is an instantaneous change. 

This is evident from tlic tcnns by which it is denoted 
in tlio Scriptures, It is called a new birth. Tliis evi- 
dently denotes the commencement of spiritual life, as 
the natural birth denotes the eommencemcut of natural 
life. To call the gradual progress of virtuous affectionB 
a new birth, would be as improper as to call tlio growth 
of a person from childliood to maidiood his natural birth. 

It is called a spiritual resurrection. " You hath ha 
quickened, who were dead in trespasses and sins." '* We 
know that we have passed from death unto life, because 
we love the brethren." Tiicro can be no moment of 
time in which a person is not, in a spiritual sense, eltlier 
dead or alive. 

It is called a new creation, the opening of blind eyes, 
the unstopping of deaf ears — all which expressions denote 
an instantaneous change. Tlierc must he a moment of 
time when tlic blind man begins to sec, when the deaf 
man begins to hear, and when that which is created be- 
gins to exist. 

Besides ; the Scriptures divide mankind into two classes 
— saints and sinners — the righteous and the wicked — 
natural men and spiritual men — those who arc justified 
and tlioso who are condemned — the children of God and 
the children of the evil one. Every individual belongs to 
tlie one or the other of these classes ; and the ti^ansition 
29 V 
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from the ono to tlio other must be instantaneous. There 
can not be a moment of timo in wliicli tlio man is not either 
a saint or a Binnoi- — a bdiever or an unbeliever — justi- 
fied or condemned. The change, therefore, by which the 
transition is made from the ouo state to the otlier, must 
be an instantaneous change. 

Mucli has been said on the question whether the sinner 
is active or passive in regeneration. The decision of this 
question depends on the decision of another, viz., whether 
regeneration is the act of maji or the act of God ; in other 
words, whether there is any distinction between regenera- 
tion and conversion. That there is such a distinction, 
most divines have maintained, and I think not without 
reason. 

Regeneration denotes the work of God in renewing the 
heart. Conversion denotes the consequent acts of the 
sinner in turning from sin to holiness. If God renews 
the sinner, he does it by an act of his power ; and this act 
is to be distinguished from the act or acts of the sinner. 
The conscqnent is not the same as the antecedent, nor the 
effect as its cause. In giving the heart to God, or in the 
exercise of love, repentance, faith, or submission, the sin- 
ner is the agent, and it is proper to say that the sinner 
repents, believes, loves God, &a. But who would feel 
authorized to say that the sinner regenerates himself? 
Yet why is not this a proper use of language, if regenera- 
tion, properly speaking, denotes the voluntary act of the 
sinner ? That this term has never been used by theolo- 
gians in this sense, by a figure of speech which puts the 
effect for the cause, I shall not undertake to affirm. I 
think, however, that this use of it is rare in the writings 
of our standard divines, and I am confident that it is not 
warranted by the .Scriptures. If wc turn to the sacrcd_ 
Tolume, we shall find that regeneration is there u 
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represented as the work of God, and never as the work or 
act of man. " Of his own will begat He us witli tho word 
of truth," "Who were born [begotten] not of blood, 
Ac., but of God." "Whosoever loveth is bom [hath 
been begotten] of God" "That which is born [hath 
been begotten] of tho Spirit is spirit." It is needless to 
multiply quotations. Any one who will take the pains to 
examine all those tests in which this language is used, 
will find that it is uniformly used in the same seiiso ; 
representing God as the agent iu regeneration, and man 
as the subject. God regenerates. Man is regenerated. 
Consequently, regeneration denotes tho act of God, and 
not the act of man ; and to call the act of man regenera- 
tion is a misapplication of terms. Indeed, it is a contra- 
diction in terms. It is the same as to say, that a child is 
his own father. But if regeneration is tho work of God, 
then the mind is passive in regeneration; not, however, 
in any such sense as to imply that it ceases to be active. 
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ITie NecEssily of Regeneration. 

The nature of tlie change wrought in regeneration iro 
have already considered. Wo are now to consider the 
necessity of this change. 

The necessity of regeneration is inferred from the doc- 
trine of total depravity, wliich has been already proved. 
If the heart of mau by nature is desperately wiclied, and _ 
full of evil, it is certain that, in this state, he is not pre 
pared for the holy employments and enjoyments of Codil 
kingdom. Heaven is a holy place. Tlie society is holy. " 
Tlie employments arc holy. " There shall in no wise enter 
into the new Jerusalem any thing that defilotli, neither 
whatsoever worketh abomination or maketh a lie," None 
but the pure in heart can see God. Since, therefore, man 
is by nature polluted with sin, and wholly destitute of 
moral excellence, his character must be changed before 
ho can enter into the kingdom of God. And if the hearts 
of the sons of men are fully set in them to do evil, and if 
every imagination of the thoughts of their hearts is only 
evil continually, as the Scriptures declare, it is certain 
that they never will, of themselves, effect that moral ref- 
ormation which is necessary to prepare them for heaven. 
Tliey chooso tlio road ttiat leads to deatli, and will not come 
to Christ that they might Iiave life. Commands, invitations, 
entreaties, warnings, and threateuings are alike disregt 
(340) 
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ed. They bate the light, aiid will uot come to the light, 
but press on with mad presumption in the road to ruin. 
Henco it becomes necessary that God should interpose by 
the almighty energy of his Spirit, and renew the heart. 

Our Saviour, in his conference with Nicodemus, as- 
signed the reason why regeneration is necessary. " That 
■which is born of the flcsli is flesh," " By flesh in the 
first part of the sentence, is meant man as depraved by 
the fall ; and by flesh in the last part, man as descended 
from a depraved ancestry." " Tlio word Jtesh is custom- 
arily used in the Scriptures to denote the native character 
of mau." In this sense, the carnal or fleshly mind is said 
to be enmity against God, and not subject to the law of 
God. In the same sense, the apostle says, " In me, that 
18, in my flesh, dwelletb no good thing." A contrast is 
Been by the apostle between that wliich proceeds from tho 
flesh, and that which proceeds from the Spirit. " To be 
carnally minded is death, but to be spiritually minded is 
life and peace." " They that arc after the fllesh do mind 
the things of the flesh, and they that are after the Spirit 
the things of the Spirit." " Tlio works of the flesh are 
manifest, which are these : adultery, fornication, unclean- 
ness, lasciviousuess, idolatry, witchcraft, hatred, variance, 
emulation, wrath, strife, seditions, heresies, envyings, 
murders, drunkenness, revilings, and such like. But tho 
fruit of the Spirit is love, joy, peace, long-suHbring, gentle- 
ness, goodness, faith, meekness, temperance." 

When our Saviour says, therefore, " That which is born 
of the flesh ia flesh," his meaning evidently is, that man, 
as he is born into the world, is depraved, entirely alienated 
from God, and wholly inclined to evil — that he possesses 
the carnal mind, which is enmity against God, and must 
bo renewed in the temper of his mind, in order to be pre- 
pared for the kingdom of bcaveo. 
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That all men aro, hy nature, the enemies of God, is 
evident from the irhole teiior of the Bible. It has been 
supposed, however, that this enmity arises from erroneoos 
views of his character — from supposing that ho possesses 
attrihutcs which he does not possess, or sustains relatiooa 
to the human family which ho does not sustain. It 
hence contended, that if these false notions could be 
rected, the sinner's opposition to God would cease. 
otlier words, if the true character of God were brou| 
clearly before the sinner's mind, he would cease to hal 
and begin to love it. If this theory were true, it is maoK 
fest that no cliange ofheart would be necessary. AH that 
would be necessary to effect the sinner's conversion would 
be light to correct his mistakes. lie might he converted 
by moral suasion without any special divine agency, 
this theory is utterly inconsistent with the representatioi 
of Scripture. When the apostle says, " The carual mind 
is enmity agauist God," he docs not mean to afiina that 
the natural heart is opposed to a false image of God, hut 
that it is opposed to God's true character. Christ said of 
the Jews, " They have both seen and hated both me and 
my Father." Their enmity is hero represented as being 
called forth, not by mistaken views, but by correct 
clear views of the divine character. They hated Cli 
and his Father, because tliey were brought to see clcarl/' 
what their character was. 

Mankind are called upon in the Scriptures to become 
reconciled to God. But are they called upon to become 
reconciled to false notions of his character ? This can not 
be, for it is not their duty, and never can bo their duty, to 
be reconciled to such notions. It is to the true character o#j 
God they are required to bo reconciled. But if they 
not opposed to God's true character, they are rcconcih 
already, and the requisition is absurd. It is perfectly 
dent, therefore, that the natural heart is opposed to 
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— to God as lie is, and as ho is revealed in the Scriptures. 
Such boitig tho fact, how is tho sinner's reconciliation 
to God to he efTected ? If his heart were not desperately 
wicked, if Ms opposition to God was the result of preju- 
dice founded in mistake, his conversion would be compai^ 
atively easy. It miglit be effected by human means. Wo 
might correct his errors by pouring the light of truth 
upon his understanding. "We might show him what the 
character of God is, and how worthy it ia to be loved by 
every heart. We might show him the excellency of the 
divine law, and the reasonableness of all its demands. 
We might press upon him the obligations under which he 
is'laid to love and serve his Maker, and in this way we 
might bring him back to his allegiance to God. But 
hia depravity is not thus easily overcome. It is deep- 
seated and malignant. It is not founded in mistake. It 
is enmity against God's true character ; and to undertake 
to subdue it by the hght of truth is as fruitless as it 
would bo to undertake to extinguish fire with oil. He 
hates the light, and will not come to the light. He 
docs not, indeed, need any new faculties. He possesses 
all the powers which are necessary to constitute him a 
complete moral agent. He is capable of understand- 
ing the character of God, and the reasonableness of his 
claims. He is capable of feeling tho obligations which 
rest upon him as a moral and accountable creature, and 
he is capable of choosing between good and evil. But 
still he chooses evil, and evil only. A knowledge of his 
duty does not make hira willing to perform it. On the 
contrary, such is the nature of his depravity, that tho 
more clearly he perceives his duty, the more he hates it ; 
and the more obligation is pressed upon him, the more 
desperate is his resistance. 

Now, how is the moral transformation of such a sinner 
to be effected ? 
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Is it to be effected by moral suasion ; that is, by 6 
influence of motives ? It is true that man always acts ii 
view of motives. But the motives by whidi the mind is 
influenced are motives which the heart approves. Mo- 
tives which the lioart resists have no power to control the 
will. The dainties of a banquet are no motives to a man 
who loathes those dainties. The pleasures of music are 
no motives to a man wlio has no relish for such pleasures. 
Present to auy man, as an inducement to change bis 
conduct, a consideration which his whole heart resists, 
and your persuasions are powerless. Now, sucli is the 
nature of human depravity tliat the sinner's heart resists 
every motive to holy obedience which can be presented to 
his mind. How, then, is he to be persuaded to become 
reconciled to God ? 

Suppose you set before liim the excellency and amiable- 
ness of the divine character. But his heart is enmity 
against God — not against a false image of God, but, as 
we have seen, against God himself — against that in 
which the glory and excellency of tlie divine cliaracter 
consist. And can yon expect to change the sinner's 
hatred into love by barely presenting to his view tlie 
object which he bates ? Will clear views of an object to 
which the whole heart is opposed call forth the love of 
that heart ? Or will they not awaken opposition ? And 
will not the opposition be in proportion to tlie cleaniaj 
and distinctness with which tlie object is seen ? 

Suppose you present to him the reasonableness of t; 
divine law. But his heart is not subject to the law of 
God, neither indeed can be ; and every consideration 
wliich goes to establish the reasonableness of its claim 
produces no other effect on his mind than to rouse iol 
more active operation the spirit of rebellion. 

Suppose you appeal to*his conscience, and show ] 
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the ItciiiouEUGSB of his transgressions. Still you do not 
change his heart. He niaj see his guilt, and foci no con- 
trition. Yon may, perhaps, awaken remorse ; but re- 
morse is not love, nor has it the least tendency to produce 
love ; for it will exist in a high degree iu the hearts of all 
tlie lost spirits in hell forever. 

Suppose you describe to htm the beauties of paradise, 
and the iiietTable glories of the new Jerusalem. But he 
has no relish for those beauties — no delight in those 
glories. With his present state of mind, heaven would 
be to liim a place of inexpressible torment. No thouglit 
can be more dreadful to him than the thought of being 
introduced into the immediate presence of God, and the 
society of tlie holy spirits which surround his throne. 
How can tiie sinner, to whom the restraints of an earthly 
Sabbatli arc intolerable, bear the thoughts of keeping an 
everlasting Sabbalh, and of uniting in unceasing ascrip- 
tions of adoration and praise to that God to whom lie is 
■unwilling to offer a single prayer ? 

Suppose you point out to the sinner his danger; sup- 
pose that you show him that his feet stand on slippery 
places, and that hts son! is in jeopardy every hour ; sup- 
pose you spread out before him the awful and tremendous 
doom to wliich he is hastening; you may perhaps alarm 
his fears, and awaken selfish desires to escape the coming 
wrath. But neither fear nor selfish desires are holiness; 
nor do they approximate to holiness whatever may be the 
degree to which they arc excited. Selfishness, indeed, is 
the very malady of which tlio sinner needs to be healed. 
But is scltishness to be destroyed by that which only calls 
it into exercise ? 

It may be thought, however, that self-Iovo, or the desire 
of happiness, is not, in itself, sinful. I admit that self-love 
is not sinful, when held in subordination by a principle of 
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supreme benevolence. Perfectly holy beings Ioto them- 
selves in proportion to their worth in the scale of being. 
But supremo self-love does not differ from scl&shness. It 
is indeed what we mean by selfishness. And in every 
unholy heart self-love is supreme. It is not possible for a 
sinner destitute of love to God, and every particle of 
genuine benevolence, to love himself at all, without loving 
himself supremely. What object does ho regard more 
than self? Not God, nor the happiness of the universe ? 
What object does ho regard at all ? Nothing, except so 
far as it tends to promote his own happiness. Tliis is Ms 
Bole object of pursuit. It fills all his eye, and engrosses 
all his thoughts, and all his purposes and pursuits. To 
this he is supremely devoted. Consequently he is su- 
premely selfish. It is impossible to conceive of a being 
more so. Every moral Iming destitute of benevolence, 
and actuated by self-love, is necessarily a selfish being. 
Suppose, then, you appeal to the sinner's self-love ; sup- 
pose you address his hopes and his fears ; suppose you 
urge him to diity by a regard to his own happiness. But 
here a question arises: What is his duty? His duly is 
to subordinate self-love. It is to change the very prin- 
ciple of action. It is to cease to be actuated by a supreme 
regard to his own liappincss, and to make the glory of 
God and the good of the universe his ultimate end. 

It is to obey God from a principle of holy love, and not 
merely from a desire of securing his own personal inter- 
est. And will your appeal be successful ? You may, 
indeed, induce the sinner to change his outward conduct. 
Under the influence of hope and fear, powerfully excited, 
he may be induced to make great exertions to escape 
future misery and obtain eternal happiness. Ho i 
perhaps be induced to sell all bis goods to feed the f 
and give his body to be burned. But still tbo idol self | 
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not dethroned. The love of God is not in his heart. He 
goes about to establish liis own righteousuesa ; but he 
does not submit to the righteousness of God. No matter 
what tho sinner may do ; until ha is actuated by a higher 
motive than a supreme regard to his own liappiness, he is 
still tlic enemy of God, and dead in trespasses and sins. 
He may pray, and weep, and promise ; but — 

■• His prajcrs, bis tears, his vows are vile. 
His duties bl[ick witli gtiilt." 

His heart is still enmity against God, and not subject to 
his law. He may cleanse the outside of the cup and 

the platter; but — 

■■ No outward famis con nutke him Glean ; 
The leprosy lies deep withui." 

He has a stubborn and rebellious heart, which will not 
yield to God's commands. He may see his danger, and 
tremble in view of impending wrath. But his dread of 
perdition, so far from exciting holy love, only rouses the 
spirit of rebellion. 

Sueh is human depravity. What motives, then, can 
you present to tho sinner's mind of sufficient power to 
effect his moral transformation ? Alas I tlie depravity 
of man mocks the power of moral suasion. Every motive 
to holiness which can bo presented to the mind of the 
sinner, meets with obstinate resistance from his sellish 
heart. 

The efficacy of means has been tested, and they have 
been found, by actual experiment, to bo utterly powerless, 
except when accompanied by tlie agency of the Holy 
Spirit. God has given us his word. But what effect does 
it produce on the mass of mankind? What multitudes 
read the Bible, and profess to behove it too, and yet 
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remain unaffected by all the interesting and momentous 
realities wliicli it discloses ! Tliey admit that God is infi- 
nitely great and infinitely good, that he is worthy or 
homage and supreme affection of every rational creature! 
yet they neither fear, love, nor adore hira. Tiicy^adi 
that they are entirely dependent on God, and that evi 
blessing, temporal and spiritual, which they enjoy, 
of his mercy ; yet they neither praise him for his goodneasj 
nor look to him for the blessings wliich tliey need. Tliey 
admit that they arc sinners, but tliey do not repent. They 
admit that there is no way of salvation but through Jesus 
Christ ; yet they will not come to him that they might 
have life. Tliey admit that they are accountable crea^ 
tures, and that they are hastening to the judgment of the 
great day ; yet they live as if tliey believed in no future 
retribution. They admit that the eye of God is const^int- 
ly upon them, and that wherever they are, and in wlial 
ever pursuits they are engaged, their liearts arc nafc( 
and open to his view ; yet the fear of God is not befoi 
their eyes. They admit that they are under the condem- 
nation of the divine law, that God is angry with them 
every day, and that they are constantly exposed to cuilless 
perdition ; yet they do not flee from tho wrath to coi 
They admit that Iicavcn or hell must be tlicir eternal 
tion ; yet they make no efforts to escape the one and obi 
the other. How little effect the momentous trtUhs of 
revelation, into which the angels desire to look, and which 
awaken in tlicir Iicarts the most lively emotions, produi 
upon the hearts of men ! 

God has sent liis messengers, rismg up betimes 
sending, to beseech sinners to bo reconciled to bim. 
week to week the gospel is proclaimed. The solemn 
ities of eternity are brouglit before the minds of 
and they arc entreated and warned by all tliat is aSect 
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and till that is alarming, to turn and live ; but unless 
God adds Ids blessing, it proves only a savor of death uuto 
death. Tito most able and faithful preachers who have 
ever delivered the messages of God to dying men, have 
confessed their utter inability to convert a single soul ; 
and not only the ordinary ministers of Christ, but inspired 
prophets and apostles, who spake as they were moved by 
the Holy Ghost, were constrained to inquire, " Who hath 
believed our report ? " They felt that they were earthen 
^Tjsscls, and that where success attended their labors, the 
excellency of the power was of God. 

But why do I mention these ? How many heard the 
Son of God prcacli, and still persisted in unbelief ! 
Surely if arguments and motives would avail to the coa- 
version of sinners, they would avail when ui^ed by Him 
who spake as never man spake. 

Solemn motives are also presented to the minds of mea 
in the providence of God. Sometimes God passes before 
them in goodness, and attempts, as it were, to draw them 
with cords of love. Sometimes ho comes out in judg- 
ment, and visits them with grievous afflictions. But " let 
favor be shown to the wicked, yet will ho not learn right- 
eousness ; " and " if thou bray a fool in a mortar among 
wheat with a pestle, yet will not his foolishness depart 
from him." Neither mercies nor judgments are sufficient 
to subdue the obduracy of the human heart. Wo have 
Been persons laid upon a bed of sickness, and heard their 
solemn promises ; but " they flattered God with their lipa, 
and lied unto him with their tongues, for their heart was 
not right with him, neither were they steadfast in his cov- 
enant," We have seen persons meet at the graves of 
departed friends, and heard them resolve to make prepa- 
ration for death and the judgment ; but how soon have 
their tears been dried, and tlicir resolutions forgotten ! 
30 
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And not only the common dispensations of Providence, 
but even mirax:iilous interpositions, liarc been found utterly 
insufficient to bring sinners to repentance. Think of Pha- 
raoh. What wonders God wrought before his eyes by the 
hand of Moses ! But his heart was liardened. Look at 
the Israelites in the wilderness. They were attended 
almost constantly by a miraculous providence. Yet how 
they murmured and rebelled, and liow large a part of 
them were overthrown iu the wilderness I Look at tlifi 
Jews, who witnessed the miracles of Christ, and who still 
rejected the counsel of God against themselves. Look at 
these facts, and judge whether any means are sufficient 
to effect the conversion of sinners Without the special 
agency of the Holy Spirit. 

That means, when cffectnal, owe their efficiency to a 
special divine interposition, will he evident if we take into 
consideration tlie character and circumstances of those 
upon whom thoy become effectual, Wlio are those that 
become the disciples of Jesus Christ ? They are coniined 
to no particular class. They are of all ages, from tlie 
gray-headed sinner to the little child ; and of every 
character, from tlie most moral to the most vicious. We 
have seen hardened infidels, abandoned profligates, con- 
ceited moralists, and self-righteous formalists — we have 
seen persons who have long treated the suliject of religion 
with contempt — suddenly arrested and brought to repent- 
ance ; we have seen persons who were filled with enmity 
against the character and government of God, against the 
doctrines of the Bilile, and against the people of God, sud- 
denly brought to love those things which tliey had con- 
templated with the greatest dread. And these effijcts are 
produced, not only upon the young, tlie illiterate, and the 
weak-minded, as has sometimes been seoffingly said, and 
apon females, whose fears and sympatliies ar 
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excited, but upon men, old men, men in middle life, men 
of fortitude, men of talents, men of education, and, what 
is more, men who have been in the tiahit of regarding all 
pretensions to experimental piety as fanaticism and delu- 
sion. We have seen persons of the most different dispo- 
sitions, persons of all ranks and conditions in life, the 
haughty master and the insolent slave, the conceited mor- 
alist and the abandoned profligate, persons who were 
alienated by jealousies and the bitterest animosities, all 
brought to possess a common feeling, to take complacency 
in each other's character, to embrace one another as breth- 
ren, and to feel a mutual attachment whicli nothing can 
destroy. Are thefe eSbcts produced by the unaided effi- 
cacy of human means ? If so, why are not the effects 
produced upon all with whom the same means are used ? 
Why did Peter believe ou Chrbt, while Judas remained 
an unbeliever ? Why did Paul become a disciple, while 
multitudes of the Pharisees continued in unbelief? And 
why is it, that, wherever the gospel has been preached, 
some have believed, and some have believed not? Will 
it be said that those who believe are less depraved, less 
averse to holiness, and more inclined to yield to the mo- 
tiyea of the gospel, than others ? This can not be said 
with truth ; for, " as in water face answcroth to face, so 
the heart of man to man." 

Besides : How comes it to pass that persons who have 
long resisted the truth are brought suddenly to yield to 
its influence ? If the efficacy is in the means, why did 
they not produce their effects while the heart was less 
hard, and the conscience less seared ? A passage of Scrip- 
ture, which has been read a hundred times without the 
least emotion, ia sometimes powerfully impressed upon the 
mind. A word, a look, a gesture, is sometimes made a 
barbed arrow in the heart which has long resisted the 
most eloquent appeals. 
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Again : Why do the samo means produce on the s 
persous, at different times, directly opposite effects ? 
Bent to a pcreoii to-day (the convicted sinner, for exai 
pie) certain truths of the gospel, and they fill his i 
mth enmity. The presentation of the same truths to- " 
morrow, perhaps, will fill him witli joy imspeakable and 
full of glory. These are facts which those who have been 
conversant with revivals of religion have repeatedly wit- 
nessed. " We speak that we do know, and testify that we 
have seen." And how arc these facts to be explained? 
The wisdom of this world may invent its theories. But 
there is no satisfactory way of explaining these phenomr 
ena, but to admit the agency of au alrfighty and invisible 
band. 

This truth is further confirmed by the universal I 
mony of the saints. You may go through the world, a 
you can not fiud a real child of God who is not ready tl 
say, with Paul, " By the grace of God I am what I am.^ 
Every Christian knows, from experience, that he was I 
obstinate rebel ; that he resisted every overture of merc^ 
and that, if he had not been subdued by power divine, Ii 
should have persevered in the way to death. And all wlM 
will finally surround the throne in heaven will feel for- 
ever that they were brands plucked out of the fire, and will 
ascribe their salvation to the free, rich, and sovei 
grace of God. 

But the Scriptures are very explicit on this ] 
Every thing good in man is represented as the gift 6 
God. Do any repent, it is God who gives repentance as 
well as remission of sins. Faith also is his gift. " By 
grace are ye saved, through faith, and that not of yoi 
selves ; it is the gift of God." Do any love God ? 
is tho fruit of the Spirit, and is shed abroad in the hoi 
by the Holy Spirit. The same is true of ail tho Christi 
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graces. Thus " all things are of God, who hath recon- 
ciled UB to himself by Jesus Christ." " He that hath 
wrought us for the self-same thing is God, who also 
hatli ^ven unto us tlio earnest of the Spirit." " For 
we are his workmanship, created in Christ Jesus unto 
good works, which he liath before ordained that we should 
walk in them. Who, then, is Paul, or who is Apollos, 
but ministers by whom ye believed, even as tlie Lord gave 
to every man. I have planted, Apollos watered, but God 
gave the increase. So, then, neither is ho that plantcth 
any thing, nor he that watereth, but God, that giveth the 
increase." " Verily, verily, I say unto thee, Except a 
man he born again, he can not see the kingdom of God." 
But it is needless to multiply quotations. There is ao 
point more fully and more clearly established by the testi- 
mony of the Scriptures than the necessity of regeneration 
by the power of the Holy Gliost. 

But hero a question may arise. Since a perfectly holy 
being may become sinful witliout a supernatural change, 
why may not a totally depraved being become holy witliout 
any such change ? 

To tliis inquiry I reply, — 

1. The Scriptures forbid the supposition. They ex- 
plicitly teach the necessity of regeneration to render sin- 
fid beings holy. And whatever difficulty there may l>o in 
accounting for the fact that perfectly holy beings have 
apostatized, yet on this point the Scriptui-es are full and 
decisive. Had tlie Supreme Being considered it as im- 
portant for us to know how Adam came to sin, he would, 
doubtless, have made that point equally plain. 

2. We are not warranted to assume that tlie cases 
are perfectly parallel. We liave no evidence tliat per- 
fectly sinful beings are as dependent on God for tlieir 
sinfulness as holy beings arc for their holiness. It may be 
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true that wlule Aakl beinp i^edno drraie influe&oe to 
ke^ tbem Jrom beooming hofy, aU finite holy beings do 
need to be kept bj Iftie ^om&t of fiod. lor an^ tliat 
we knowy the aagda and; gloxified Bfkits are dependmt 
on God &r tiiek bolmea^ and need to be kept bj him 
from fiilUng. We read of ^^eleet angela,'^ niiieh aeesna 
to intimate ttat thoae angdi who. ham mA apoataiiaed 
have been iqihdd in a state of lu)line8aby divine power. 
We are infenoid thai tiie Bbly Spirit was gmat to Qiiiat 
without measure, which seems to im^dy that as man he 
wu preserved in a flteto of holiness by ^ tBgamsf^Hm 
Holy Spirit /-^ 

Bi^ whatever mi^ be ttie tnmwi^to acocmntftirliMi 
apostasy of perfiMstly holy beings, the Seripturas ha^ ie» 
efded the point, that ±o maker met did, or evwii|| 
beoeme holy, esoept ^ tfaroo^ tbe wasl^^ of regenacaiiili 
and the renewing of the Holy MUmeti 
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BEGENERATION.— IV. 



Jfte A^ent in Regeneration. 

Those who receive Christ and become tlie sons of God 
are born, — 

Not of blood; that is, tliey are not Christians by nat- 
ural descent. They do not inherit a holy nature from 
their parents : they are by nature depraved. They are 
born of the flesh, and are flesh ; that is, utterly destitute 
of any thing morally good, and wholly incUuod to evil. 
They are born, — 

Not of the will of the flesh ; that is, this change in 
their character is not brought about by any eSbrts of their 
own while in their natural state, Wliilo unrenewed, all 
their moral actions aro sinful. " It is the Spirit that 
quickeneth. The flesh proiiteth nothing." 

Not of the will of man ; tliat is, tliey are not converted 
by mora] suasion. All the efforts of ministers are of no 
avail unless God grants his blessing, " We have this 
treasure in earthen vessels, that the excellency of the 
power may be of God, and not of man." " Who, then, 
is Paul, or who is ApoUos, but ministers by whom ye bfr 
licved, even as the Lord gave to every man ? " 

BiU of God. It is God's work to renew the heart. 
" We are his workmanship, created in Christ Jesus unto 
good works." " Now, ho tliat hath wrought us for ths 
self-same tiling is God." And tliis is the peculiar work 
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of the Holy Spirit, tlie tliird person in the Trinity. " 
which is born of tlie flesh is flesh, and that wluch is 
of the Spirit is spirit." " Except a man he born of ■ 
and of the Spirit, he can ftot enter into the kingdc 
Ck)d," " According to his mercy he saved us by 
vashing of regeneration, and the renewing of the 
Ghost." 

nie act of God in renewing the heart is a sovereign 
act. By this I do not mean that it is an arbitrary act, 
performed without reason. God always lias the best of 
reasons for every thing which he does ; for lie is infinitely 
wise and infinitely good. But when I say that God octB 
a sovereign in the worlt of regeneration, I mean that he 
acts according to his own sovereign pleasure without re- 
vealing to us the reasons of his conduct. *' He hath 
mercy on whom he will have mercy," One is taken and 
another left ; and the reason why one is taken in prefer^, 
euce to another lies beyond our view, and is known onlf\ 
to God. All we can say is, " Even so, Father, for bo &| ' 
Beemed good in thy sight." 

Regeneration is a sitpernalural work. By this I 
tliat it is not brought about by secondary causes, accoi 
ing to any of the established laws of nature. God hi 
established certain laws, according to which ordin; 
events take place. Certain antecedents are unlfoi 
followed by certain consequents, unless prevented b] 
some special interposition ; and we can calculate wil 
certainty that when the antecedents take place, the 
sequents will follow. Thus I know that if I put my ham 
into the fu^, it vrill produce the sensation of pain, Tl 
is a natural event ; but when any thing takes place coi 
trary to the common course of nature, it is supernal 
And this distinction is .applicable to events in the inl 
lectual as well as the material world. Mankind in tlietf' 
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voluntary conduct arc influenced by motives ; but motives 
exert no influence any further than they correspond with 
the disposition of the heart. When a man is influenced 
by arguments or inducements Vhich are suited to his dis- 
position, the event is natural. "But should a man be 
made to act contrary to every previous propensity of his 
nature, or should a principle of action radically new at 
any time be given him, such an effect would be altogether 
supernatural," But is regeneration a miracle ? It is as 
truly supernatural as any miraculous event. But all 
supernatural events are not called miracles. This term 
Ib applied only to those which are outward and visible, 
and wliich are intended to establish the claims of tliose 
who arc dirinely inspired, or who act under a special 
divine commission. But regeneration is an inward work, 
not visible to man. 

The production of this change is represented in the 
Scriptures as a display of the mighty power of God. 
" That ye may know what is the exceeding greatness of 
his power to us-ward that believe, according to the work- 
ing of his mighty power, which he wrought in Christ 
when he raised him from tho dead." 

A distinction has sometimes been made between the 
physical omnipotence of God and his moral power — 
meaning by the former, the power of God displayed in 
creatine and governing the material universe, and by the 
latter, the influence which he exerts over moral agents. 
While the former is admitted to be unlimited, it is main- 
tained that tho latter is limited. In other words, tliat God 
19 pliysically omnipotent, but not morally omnipotent. 

I would inquire, whether there is any ground for this 
distinction. What was the power by which Christ was 
raised from tho dead ? Was it moral power — tho power 
of moral influence or persuasion ? or was it what is called 
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physical omnipotence ? But we are tanght that the ■? 
of regeneration is effected by the same kind of power t 
that which was displayed in the resurrection of Christ 
When we speak of physical power, or strength, in applii 
cation to men, we mean bodily strength. But such pow 
can not be predicated of the divine Being. All that t 
know respecting the nature of God's power, is, that it i 
an exercise of his will. God willed that there should be ' 
light, and there was light. God wills that the sinner's 
heart shall be changed, and it is changed. How the effect 
is produced in either case, we can not tell. 

Regeneration is effected by the special agency of fAtfl 
Spirii. 

The operations of the Spirit in regeneration are called 
special, in distinction from those common influences of 
which unrenewed men arc the suhjects. Most men, if 
not all, who enjoy the privileges of the gospel, are favored 
in a greater or less degree with the stri\inga of the Spirit. 
Those differ not only in degree, but in kind, from that 
divine operation by whicli the heart is renewed. The 
common influences of the Spirit are upon the intellect 
and conscience, enlightening the mind and convincing of 
sin. But no degree of light is sufficient to change the 
sinner's heart. He may sec his duty with great cleajv 
ness, and still not be willing to do it. Indeed, t!ie more 
clearly he sees it, the more he hates it. Under the most 
powerful conviction, the sinner's heart is as obdurate and 
unyielding as it ever was. The enmity of the heart, in- ■ 
stead of giving place to holy love, is only called into mon 
vigorous exercise ; and were God to exert no other \ 
of influence upon the mind Uian that by which convictioif 
is produced, the sinner would never taate and see that 
the Lord is good. Though his conviction miglit be as 
powerful as that of Judas, it would lead to no repentanos J 
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different from his, or from that of the lost spirits in hell. 
Those, therefore, who maintain that special grace differs 
not in kind, but only in degree, from common grace, 
labor under a great mistake. The special operations of 
the Spirit are not upgn the intellect and conscience, but 
upon the heart, changing tlie disposition, and implanting 
in the soul every Christian grace. God takes away the 
stony heart, and gives the lieart of flesh. The love of 
God is shed abroad in tlie heart by the Holy Ghost. 

Tlie operations of the Spirit in regeneration are effica- 
cious, or invincible. By this I mean what the old divines 
meant by irresistible grace. What they intended to ex- 
press by this language was, that the sinner never so resists 
tlio grace of God, as to render it impossible for God to 
convert him. Efficacious grace, is grace which does not 
depend for its efficacy on the previous conduct of the 
sinner. But it is grace whicli is able to subdue the most 
obdurate lieart. It has been said, that " free moral 
agents can do wrong under all possihle preventing influ- 
ence." But free moral agents are not beyond the control 
of Omnipotence. " The king's heart is in the hand of the 
Lord ; as the rivers of water, he turnetli it whithersoever 
he vrill." Ho who subdued the heart of the persecuting 
Saul, and who cast seven devils out of Mary Magdalene, 
can, if he please, make any sinner a trophy of his grace. 
" Therefore liath he mercy on whom he will have mercy," 
— not on wliora he can have mercy. 

The change in regeneration is effected by the direct or 
immediale agency of the Holy Spirit. 

By tliis I mean that it is not produced by the instru- 
mentality of any secondary cause, but by an immediate 
act of divine power. Tliis is the view which has been 
generally taken of the subject by Calvinistic divines. 
Edwards says, " The nature of virtue, being a positive 
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tbing, can proceed from nothing but God's inimedi 
influence, and must take its ritie from creation c 
eion." He 8ays, also, "The queKtiou with some : 
whether the Spirit of God does any tiling at all in thai 
days, since tho Scriptures have been completed. Wi^ 
those who allow that he does any thing, the question c 
not be whether his iiiQueuce be immediate ; for if he do4 
any thing at all, his influence must be immediate." 

Again : " When the apostle says, ' In wliom ye are c 
cumcised with the circumcision made without hsinds, J 
putting oS* the body of tlio sins of the flush, by the ( 
cumcision of Christ,' this phrase, ^ made without haudi 
in Scripture, always denotes God's immediate pow 
above the course of nature, and above second causes." 

Dr. Bellamy says, " In regeneration, there is a nei 
divine, and holy taste and relish, begotten in the lieait t^ 
the immediate influence of the Spirit of God." 

Dr. Hopkins says, " Tho divine operation in regent 
tion, of which tlie now heart is the effect, is immediate 
or it is not wrought by the enei^ of any means as the 
cause of it, but by the immediate power and energy of 
the Holy Spirit. It is called a creation ; and the dirino 
energy in it is as much without any medium, as in creating 
something out of nothing." 

Dr. Smalley says, " Regeneration is such a spiritual 
change of nature as supposes something created i: 
proper and strict sense." He says also, " The eflect n 
be as immediately from the power of God, as the r 
tion of a body which had been ever so long lifeless, or a 
the original creation of all things." 

Dr. Griffin says, " Though the word of God, in I 
shape of motives, has an important instrumentality in c 
rying on the preparatory work in tho conscience, and ^ 
occasioning the exercises of the new heart, it is in i 
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sense instnimental in chon^ng the disposition. The 
motives must find the disposition already prepared to 
favor them, before they caii act upon the mind." " It is 
enoiigli to ask, How can the motives of religion be the 
instruments of producing a new disposition, when that 
disposition must exist before the motives can take hold of 
the heart? Or the question may be decided by facts. 
Have not all these motives assailed the heart for many 
years, without taking away a particle of the opjMJsition ? 
For months together have they not been set home upon 
the conscience, without at all weakening the enmity of the 
heart? How conies it to pass, then, that at lengtli, in 
one moment, they enter the heart, and rise to siipreme 
dominion? Have they, all at once, broken their way 
through, and assisted in new-modeling the heart, in 
which, till that moment, they could have no iiiSucnce? 
The decisive question is, Was the power applied to the 
motives to open a passage for themselves, or to the heart 
to open a passage for them ? Let the event declare. The 
hteart was new before the motives entered." This repre- 
sentation accords with the declaration that " the Lord 
opened the heart of Lydia, that she attended to the things 
which were spoken of Paul." It was not attending to 
the things which were <spoken of Paul that opened her 
heart. 

Professor Stuart, in a sermon preached at the ordina- 
tion of tlie Rev. Thomas Punderson in 1809, speaking of 
the opinion that the Holy Spirit exerts no influence in 
regeneration but a persuasive influence, by the presentar 
tion of motives, says, " K this be the sum of what the 
Spirit of God effects in regeneration, tlien no more is 
done by him, than we allow to an eloquent minister who 
powerfully exhorts to virtue and dissuades from vice. It 
takes away the glory of the principal work in tlic new 
31 
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birtli, from the divine Spirit, and gives it to the sinner. 
It is not for such a work that we pray. We pray that 
God ■would create within us a new heart, renew a right 
spirit, and make us willing in the day of his power. If 
motives of persuasion, and arguments, and reasons are 
all which the Scriptures permit us to expect from God, 
we have these in tlio greatest ahundanco already ; and 
■why should wo importune God for Uiat which we already 
have ?"..." Every sinner who is converted to God 
is renewed by a special act of divine power. Ho ia bom 
of God ; he is created anew in Christ Jesus ; he is quick- 
ened or made alive from tlie dead ; he is made willing 
in the day of God's power. When aU is done which the 
instruction and persuasion of ministers can do, — after 
all the strivings and exertions of the unrcgenerate sinner 
himself, if his actions may bo called by these names, — 
tlie same Omnipotence which created his body of the 
dust, or which called a world into existence, must create 
him anew in Christ. He who said, ' Let there be light, 
and there was light,' must shine into his soul, or it will 
be in darkness forever." . . . "The principal diinnes 
of the reformation, on the continent of Europe, have 
maintained a physical operation of the Spirit of God 
in the regeneration of sinners. . By this they mean an 
actual creation by Omnipotence, which lays a foundatioQ 
for gracious affections in the soul. Tlie same thing j 
called, by the immortal Edwards, a new spiritual setu 
or a now principle of action." 

New England Calvintsts have not been in the habit d 
calling the agency of the Spu-it in regeneration " a phjif 
cat operation ; " but that sinners are regenerated by t" 
direct or immediate agency of the Holy Spirit has I 
uniformly maintained by our standard tlieological ti 

In opposition to these views, it is maintained by not 
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few, at the present day, that the Holy Spirit operates on 
the mind only through the medium of. truth or motives. 
Thoy hold tliat sinners arc converted by what they do- 
nominate divine moral suasion ; that is, by motives pre- 
sented to the mind by the Holy Spirit. Tliey deny that 
the Holy Spirit exerts any other influence in rcgeu- 
eration than a persiiasive influence, which is analogous 
to tlie influence which we exert over the minds of one 
another. 

To this hypothesis there are serious objections. 

In the first place, I would inquire, What is meant by 
the Spirit presenting motives to the mind ? Is it meant 
that he communicates any new revelation 1 If so, then 
the Scriptures are not a sufficient rule of faitli and prac- 
tice. Besides : K any truths are revealed, what are 
they ? They must be known by those to whom tlioy are 
communicated. But no one is conscious of having re- 
ceived any such revelation. What, then, is the influence 
of the Spirit ? If he does not operate on tlio heart, pre- 
paring it to receive the truth, or to yield to the motives 
which truth presents, on what does he o[»erate ? Does he 
operate on the truth ? What does he do to the truth ? 
Does ho produce any change in the trutli ? Such a change 
is not needed ; for the truth is perfect and immutable. It 
is the sinner's heart that needs to be changed ; and it is 
the sinner's heart that is changed. He is brought to love 
what before he hated. This is the effect produced ; and 
if this effect is not produced by the direct agency of the 
Holy Spirit, what does the Holy Spirit do in regenera- 
tion ? Is it said. Ho persuades the sinner ? But how ? 
Does he reason witli him as man reasons with his fellow ? 
What arguments does he use? And how does he bring 
his arguments before the sinner's mind? Can you con- 
ceive it possible for the truth to be brought before the 
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mind bat in ono of two ways ? either bj immediate revela- 
tion, or through the medium of the senses. That the Holy 
Spirit communicates auy new revelation to the sinner will 
not be pretended. Nor will it be pretended that lie per- 
sonally presents it to the mind through the medium of the 
senses. He neither addresses it to the ear nor presents it 
to the eye, except as he first communicated it to the sacred 
penmen, and caused them to record it for the instruction 
of all coming generations. If, then, we deny the direct 
agency of tho Spirit in changing the heart, how is it pos- 
sible to maintain that lie exerts any special agency in the 
regeneration of the sinner ? I frankly confess, that, were 
I to adopt this hypothesis, I should feel myself compelled 
to deny all special divine agency in the work of regen- 
eration. 

But there is another insuperable objection to this 
hypothesis. We have already seen that motives have no 
influence over tlie mind, any furtlier than they corre- 
spond with the disposition of the heart. The preseutalion 
to the mind of a hated object has no tendency to excite 
love to that object. On the contrary, it only awakens op- 
position. If it sliould be said that the Holy Spirit may 
give weight and power to motives, which of themsolvea 
they do not possess, I admit that he may, by changijig the 
disposition of the heart, and thus preparing it to j-ield to 
the motives which truth presents. Thoy then operate 
with power, and exert a controlling influence over the 
mind. But so long as the heart resists the motives pre- 
sented to it, just so long they are powerless. No matter 
by whom tlicy are presented, or with what clearness and 
force they are urged ; just in proportion to their pressure, 
will be the resistance, while tho heart remains the same. 
Now, it has been shown that the heart resists every mo- 
tive to holy obedience which can be presented to the mladj 
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This resistance, therefore, must be taken away before mo- 
tives will exert their appropriate influence ; and this is 
done, not by barely presenting truth to the mind, but by 
a divine influence accompanying the truth, and acting 
directly on the heart — taking away the opposition, chan- 
ging the affections, causing the mind to view trutli in a 
new light, and thus preparing it to yield to its influence. 
Thus the word of God is made quick and powerful. Thus 
the gospel becomes the power of God unto salvation. And 
thus believers are sanctified through the truth, not by 
bai'cly presenting the truth to tho mind, nor by communi- 
cating any new power to the truth itself, but by an omnip- 
otent energy accompanying the truth, and operating 
directly on the heart. 

But is there no tendency in the truth to produce right 
aflcctions of heart ? I will answer this question by an- 
other. Is thero no tendency in the heat of tlie Bun to 
soften material substances ? You will answer. It depends 
on the nature of the substances. It will soften wax, but 
it will harden clay. So the truth presented to a holy 
heart calls forth holy affections. Presented to an unholy 
heart, it only awakens opposition. 

But it may be said, that although a certain amount of 
motlro presented to the mind of the sinner will only 
awaken opposition, yet the Holy Spirit can pour such a 
blaze of light upon tho sinner's mind, as to overcome his 
opposition. But will an increase of light change the sin- 
ner's heart ? Will the light of the last day convert the 
congregated throng of sinners before the judgment seat 
of Cbrist ? Will the light of eternity subdue tho rebellion 
of the lost spirits in hell ? And will any conceivable de- 
gree of light make the hated character of God appear 
lovely to a carnal mind ? As well might you suppose that 
a furnace may be heated so hot as to freeze, or tliat cold 
31 • 
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may become so intense as to melt down the mountains^ 
ice in the polar regions. Moral as well as physical causes 
produce their appropriate effects. By incrcasiag the 
power of the cause, you may increase the effect, but you 
can not change the character of tlie effect. To suppose 
the same cause to produce directly opposite effects, is a 
manifest absurdity. 

If it should be asked, Of what use is the truth, accord- 
ing to the view which has now beeu taken of this subject ? 
I reply, It is of great use. It is in view of the objects 
which truth presents, that siuuers arc convinced of sin, 
and that all the affections of the renewed heart are 
brought into being. There can bo no holy affections 
without some object before the mind toward which they 
are exercised. Consequently, in producing holy affections 
in the hearts of men, God makes use of truth. As it is 
written, " Of his own will begat ho us with the word of 
truth," " Behig born again, not of corruptible seed, but 
of incorruptible, by the word of God, which Uveth and 
abidetli forever." Other similar declarations may be 
found in the Scriptures, But they do not prove that the 
sinner's heart is changed by moral suasion, or by the in- 
fluence of motives, any more than they prove that good 
seod sown on bad ground makes the ground good, and 
thus insures a crop. It is true that good seed is neces- 
sary. But good seed must be sown on good ground, that 
it may spring up and bear fruit. Who exer heard that a 
barren waste was fertilized and made fruitful by sowing 
it with good seed ? 

Take another illustration. God can not cause a blind 
man to see without light. Consequently, in restoring sight 
to tho blind, he makes use of light. And it may be as 
truly said, that it is with tho light that he causes the blind 
to see, as it is said, " Of his own will begat ho us with tho 
word of truth," But it is not the light which opens blind 
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eyes. You may pour light forever upon the eyes of a 
bliud man, and it vrill oot remove his blinducsB. And 
you may pour the light of truth forever upon the mind 
of the sinner, and it will not take away the heart of stone, 
and give the heart of flesh. This must be efibcted by the 
omuipotent energy of tho Holy Spirit. 

How the Spirit operates in regeneration, wo do not un- 
dertake to explain. But that the operation is on the 
heart, and not on the truth, if there is any special divine 
operation, is to my mind perfectly obvious. And I do 
not see how tho doetriue of divine moral suasion can be 
consistently maintained, without first giving up the doc- 
trine of the entire sinfulness of the human heart ; for if 
the heart is entirely sinful, it will resist tho motives of the 
gospel ; and it is a self-evident truth, that the heart can 
not yield to motives, and resist them at the same time. 

Should it be said, that, according to the view which has 
now been taken, regeneration is not a moral, but a physi- 
cal change, I would ask, How does this appear ? What, 
according to this view, is supposed to be done? Not that 
any change is wrought in tho substance of the soul, not 
that any alteration is effected in the structure of the 
mind, not that any new substance is created and infused 
into the soul ; but simply that a change is wrought in the 
moral affections of llie soul — those affections which lie at 
the seat of moral action, to which all the commands of 
God arc addressed, and winch constitute the principle of 
all voluntary and accountable action — that, by an imme- 
diate act of divine power, the sinner is brought to love 
what before he hated. Is this a physical change ? Is tho 
sinner's moral agency impaired ? In his last act of hatred 
he was a moral agent. In his first act of love he is a 
moral agent. And when has liis moral agency ceased ? 
Is the change any less a moral change, than if it were 
produced solely by tho influence of motives ? 
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The Means of Regeneration. 

Do sinners, properly speaking, ever vie the meatu t 
regeneration ? 

It is not denied tliat there are means of regeneration 
employed by God and his people. But the question is, 
whether sinners, properly speaking, ever use the means 
of regeneration ; or whether they do not always resist and 
abuse them. Are tliere any acts performed by the sin- 
ner antccodont to a change of heart, which arc the means 
of effecting this change ? Or does the sinner continue to 
resist tlie truth, and resist the Holy Ghost, until God, by 
his regenerating act, renews the heart ? To my mind it 
]s pWn, that if sinners use the means of regeneration, 
theymnat use them with a holy heart, or an unholy hes 
or no iieart at all ; that is, with right motives, o 
motives, or no motives at all. If with right motives, i 
change is already effected, and the end precedes 
means. If with wrong motives, their actions are sinJ 
and sin is the means of holiness. If with no motives \ 
all, they act without any design, and can not 
means for the accomplishment of an end. 

Again : If sinners use the means of regeneration, i 
either do their duty in using them, or they do not. 
they do their duty, they are holy, and liave already b 
regenerated. If they do not do their duty, they negloi 
(368) 
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it, and to neglect tlieir duty is sinful. Again : The meaaa 
of regeneration, we are told, are divine truth, and the 
Tarioua ways of bringing it before the mind. When sin- 
ners contemplate divine truth, they love it, or hate it, or 
view it with indifference. If they love it, they aro holy ; 
if they hate it, thoy are Einful ; and if they view it with 
indifference, they are sinful ; for it must be sinful to regard 
God's trutli with indifference. 

Again : When in the light of divine truth sinners coh- 
template their sins, they love them or hate them. If they 
love them, they are sinful ; if they liate them, they are 
holy. When they contemplate the character of God, they 
love it or hate it. K they love it, they are holy ; if they 
hate it, tliey are sinful. 

Again : If sinners use the means of regeneration with 
motives which are neither right nor wrong, it is a matter 
of indifference whether they use them or not. If they 
nse them, they do not do right ; for to do right is to act 
with a good moral intention. 

But it has been maintained that using the means of 
regeneration, and giving the heart to God, form a process 
of acts and states of mind, which together constitute but 
one moral act ; but this hypothesis involves the grossest 
absurdities. 

If this series of acts, including the final act of giving 
the heart to God, constitutes but one moral act, tliis act has 
a single indivisible character. Every moral act is either 
sinful or holy. This, of course, must be a holy act ; and 
the sinner begins to be holy as soon as he begins to per- 
form it. Consequently he begins to be holy before ho is 
bom again ; but the sinner does not begin to bo holy till 
his heart is changed. This hypothesis, therefore, involves 
tlie absurdity of supposing that the sinner begins to be 
holy before he begins to be holy. 
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Again : If this entire mental process constitutes but 
one moral act, it is prompted by one and the same motire. 
Consequently, man antecedent to regeneration, and con- 
sequent to regeneration, is actuated by the same motive. 
The saint and the einncr have the same end in view, and, 
of course, possess the same moral character. 

Again : It follows from this hypothesis that the means 
of regeneration, and the effect of regeneration, are one and 
the same thing, viz., one single moral act. 

It is admitted on all hands that no sinful acts per- 
formed by the sinner, can be considered as using the 
means of regeneration. The question then arises, If the 
unrenewed man is totally depraved, how can any acts of 
his, performed antecedent to a change of heart, be consis- 
tently thus denominated ? To obviate this difficulty, the 
following theory has been invented : It is maintained that 
the selfish principle is suspended in the sinner's heart. 
He then ceases, for the time being, to be selfish, and 
ceases to sin ; and in using the means of regeneration, he 
is actuated by self-love, which, it is said, is a constitu- 
tional property of the mind, and is neither sinful nor 
holy. Thus he is supposed to use the means of regenerar 
tion with motives which are neither right nor wrong. 

But liow is the selfish principle euspcnded ? To this 
question no satisfactory answer has ever been given. Is 
the selfish principle suspended by the interposition of 
God, or by the act of the sumer ? If by the interposition 
of God, what is this but regeneration? Does God, by 
one act of Iiis power, suspend the selfish principle, and 
by another renew the Iieart ? Is the selfish principle sus- 
pended by the voluntary act of the sinner ? Docs the 
sinner, wliile under the control of supreme selfishness, 
and consequently from a selfish motive, resolve not to be 
selfish ? This would seem to represent selfishness i 
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divided against itself. Docs sellishness cast out sel&sh- 
ness ? Is selfislmes3 suspended witliout any act of the 
mind ? What is the cause of this wonderful phenom- 
enon ? Or has it no cause ? Is it an accident, which 
may or may not liappcn, and which nevertheless must 
happen to every one of the human race before he can be 
regenerated ? If the suspension of the selfish principle 
does not depend on a voluntary act of the simier, how b 
the sinner able to use the moans of regeneration ? It is 
mjuntaincd that the sinner never does use the means of 
regeneration till the selfish principle is suspended. If, 
then, the sinner is not able to suspend the selfisli prin- 
ciple when he pleases, how is he able to use the means of 
grace when he pleases ? But if the selfish principle is 
suspended by a voluntary act of the simier, that act, wo 
should suppose, must be a moral act, and must be either 
sinfid or holy. But what sin can there be in ceasing to 
be selfish ? And what holiness can there be in an unre- 
newed heart ? 

That there neither is nor can bo any such thmg as the 
suspension of the selfish principle antecedent to regenera- 
tion, is easily shown. It is admitted that there is no holi- 
ness in man antecedent to regeneration. Consequently, 
there is no love to God, and no true benevolence. By 
what principle, then, is the sinner actuated ? By self- 
love, it is said. But is it possilde tliat the sinner, while 
destitute of love to God, and every particle of genuine 
benevolence, should love liimself at all, and not love him- 
self supremely ? What other object does he regard more ■ 
than self? Not God, nor the happiness of the universe. 
Wliat other object does lie regard at all ? Nothing, ex- 
cept as it tends to promote his ultimate end, viz., his own 
happiness. This is the sole object of his pursuit. It 
fills all his eye, and engrosses all his thoughts and all bis 
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pTuposes. Consequently he loves himself supremely, and 
is therefore supremely selfish. It ia impossible to con- 
ceive of a being more so. Every moral being, destitute 
of benevolence, and actuated by self-love, is necessarily a 
selfish being. According to this supjwsilion, self-love ia 
the governing principle of the mind ; and if this does not 
constitute selfishness, it is impossible to conceive of any 
thing which can constitute it. To suppose, therefore, 
selfishness to be suspended in the human heart, and self- 
love to exist and operate, is to suppose an absolute im- 
possibility. 

But vhat is that process of acts and states of 
which aro supposed to constitute using the means of 
generation ? It has been thus described : — 

The sinner determines to direct his thoughts to the 
jects of choice, viz., God and the world, for tho purposei 
considering their relative value, and of forming a judg- 
ment respecting them, and of choosing one or the other as 
his chief good. Ho takes into solemn consideration the 
question whether tho highest happiness is to be found in 
God, or the world. He pursues this inquiry till it results 
in the conviction that such happiness is to bo found in 
God only. He follows up this conviction with tliat in- 
tense and engrossing contemplation of the realities which 
truth discloses, and with that stu'ringnp of his sensibilities, 
in view of them, which shall invest the world, when con- 
sidered as his only portion, with an aspect of indifTorence, 
of gloom, and even of terror. He perseveres in this con- 
templation till he discovers a reality and an excellence in 
the objects of holy affection, which sliall put him upon 
direct and desjierate efforts to fix his heart upon them ; 
and he enters upon this process of thought, of effort, and of 
action, as one which is never to be abandoned till tlie 
end proposed by it is accomplished. All this, it must 
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remembered, he does without eitlicr holiness op ein, &nd 
consequently without performing a single moral act. Be- 
lieve this who can. 

Tliis whole series of mental acts is supposed to be es- 
sential to the final act of giving the heart to Gtod. If this 
be 80, the question naturally arises, whether the act by 
vhich the selfish principle is suspended must not be pre- 
ceded by a similar process of preliminary acts. This act 
must be a voluntary act ; and why must it not involve all 
those acts of consideration, comparison, &c., which are 
supposed to bo essential to giving the heart to God ? How, 
then, does the sinner suspend his Gellishnoss? Does he 
take mto consideration the question, whether more happi- 
ness is to bo obtained by suspending, than by retaining 
Belfishness ? Docs he pursue this inquiry till it results in 
the conviction that his highest happiness requires the sus- 
pension of selfishness ? Does Jic follow up this conviction 
with intense and engrossing contemplation ? Does he 
persevere in tliis contemplation till he has such a sense of 
the importance of suspending selfishness, as shall put 
him upon direct and desperate efforts to suspend it ? And 
does he enter on this process of thought, of effort, and of 
action, as one that is never to be abandoned, until the end 
proposed be accomplished? And in this way does he 
suspend his selfishness ? 

But there is one difficulty attending this process. All 
these mental acts are dictated by the selfish principle ; for 
it must bo recollected that they aro supposed to be pre- 
liminary to the suspension of the selfish principle. Hero, 
then, our philosophy is at a stand ; and until some one shall 
write a new treatise ou the means of suspending selfish- 
ness, and shall show bow a sinner, completely selfish, can, 
from a selfish motive, resolve not to be selfish, this theory 
will labor under inextricable embarrassment. 
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la order to prevent misapprehcnsious, I would remark, 
that while I maintain that sinners, properly speaking, 
nercr use the means of regeneration, I do not mean to 
affirm that they are as likely to be saved when in a state 
of thoughtless security, as when they ai-e solicitous re- 
specting their eternal interests. I do not deny that there 
arc acts of theirs, and states of mind, wliich do usually 
precede a change of heart, and whicli may be considered 
as links in the chain of causes and effects by which the 
event is brought about, and as the governmeut of God. 
Conviction of sin is an ordinary, if not invariable antece- 
dent of regeneration. This conviction results from a 
contemplation of divine truth, and a comparison of the 
heart and life with the rule of duty, and is attended with 
fear and remorse, with ardent desires to escape future 
punishment, and witti earnest cries to God for mercy. 
But these desires and feelings are as truly selfish as any 
of which the mind is ever the subject, and not unfrequent- 
ly are accompanied with dreadful enmity of heart against 
God. There is, liowover, more probability of the dinner's 
Balvatiou while in this state, tlian there was previous to 
his conviction — not because he is doing any thing which 
God accepts as duty, or to which he has promised his 
renewing grace ; but because there is evidence that tho 
Holy Spirit is striving with him. This fact, though it a 
fords no certain evidence that he will be converted, t 
a hope in those who have been careful to notice Go( 
methods of grace, that ho may be a vessel of mercy. 

The sinner is a moral agent, aud under obligation to do 
what God commands. But he hates his duty, and the 
more clearly it is made known to him, the more he hates 
it. He is a rebel against God, and he loves his rebellion, 
and every motive by which he is urged to submit, meets 
with determintii' '■esistance from his proud aud obstioi 
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heart. The light of truth, accompanied by the strivings of 
the Spirit, may convince him of his guilt and danger, and 
fill him, periiaps, with liorror inconceivable ; but no de- 
gree of liglit is sufficient to subdue tlie enmity of his 
heart. 

■< The devils know, and tiemblc too, 
But dPTils can not love." 

All the light of the last day wilt not aubdue the obdura- 
cy of the sinner's heart. If the carnal mind is enmity 
against God, as the Scriptures declare, then tbo more 
clearly the character of God is apprehended by unrenewed 
men, the more will the enmity of their hearts be called 
into exercise. So far, therefore, are sinners from using, 
in any proper maimer, the means of regeneration, they 
constantly resist and abuse the means which God is using 
to reclaim them. They hate the light, and do always 
tesbt the Holy Ghost, 

In support of the theory which I am examining, the 
following passage of Scripture has been adduced : " I 
thought on my ways, and turned my feot to thy testimo- 
nies." 

On this I remark — Every sinner either loves or hates 
his sins. Between these two states of mind there is no 
medium. The sinrtermay think on his ways, and perceive 
their sinfulness, and still bo unwilling to relinquish them. 
Now, while thus thinking of his ways, will it bo claimed 
that he is using the means of regeneration? While he 
Bees his sins and loves them, and while he contemplates 
divine truth and hates it, is ho using the means of regen- 
eration ? Suppose lie should bc^n to hate his sins and 
love the truth ; would this imply any antecedent voluntary 
acts that are not sinful ? 

According to the theory under consideration, tbo sin- 
ner ceases to love his sins, and then begins to deliberate 
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whether tte shall hate them. He takes into consideration 
tlio questioa whether more happiness is to be enjoyed in 
hatiiig, than in loving sin. He pursues this inquiry till it 
produces conTictiou. He follows up this conviction with 
intense and engrossing contemplation, till he has such a 
sense of the importance of Iiatiug his sins, as puts hi m 
upon direct and desperate efforts to hate them. But ac- 
cording to tlie views commonly entertained, the sinnor 
loves his sins till he hates them. Tlic one affection is 
expelled by the other, according to Dr. Chalmers's theory 
of tho expulsive power of a new affection. 

It has been said, however, " To renounce the selfish 
principle is one thing ; to choose God as our portion is 
another: otherwise the man would both choose and not 
choose ; would bo both Kelfish and benevolent ; totally 
depraved, and yet holy in tho same act." But (Ins is not 
true. To renounce tho selfish principle, and to choose 
God as our portion, is one and the same thing. To be 
selfisli is one thing, and to choose God as our portion is 
another. But to choose God as our portion is the renun- 
ciation of the selfish principle. And if a man ceases to 
be selfish by becoming benevolent, (the only way in which 
ho can do it, without ceasing to act as a moral agent,) 
does he both choose and not choose ? it lie both selfish and 
benevolent in the same act ? What is tliat act in which 
a man renounces selfishuess, if it is not a benevolent act ? 
Is it not a good thing to renounce selfislmess ? And when 
a man renounces his selfislmess, docs he not do a good 
thing ? Does he not act with a good moral intention ? 
But according to the theory in question, a man renounces 
hiB selfislmess without any good intention. He thea-^^ 
deliberates, without any good intention, whether ho s 
resume it, or become benevolent. He takes into solem 
consideration the question whether more happiness is t 
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be derived from benevolence tlian fpom selfishiieEs. He 
pursues this inquiry, follows it up, perseveres, makes 
desperate efforts to become benovoleut. All this he does 
without any good intention. If tliis is the way in which 
selfish beings become benevolent, (and such, wo aro told, 
is substantially the process in every instance of regen- 
eration,) then truly it is one thing to renounce the selfish 
principle, and another to become holy. 

But it is said, " There is such a thing as ceasing to do 
evil, in distinction from learning to do well. There is 
such a thing as casting away our transgressions, in dis- 
tinction from making a new heart and a new spu-it. There 
is a taking away the heart of stone, in distinction from 
giving the heart of flesh." 

But I would ask, if ceasing to do evil, and learning to 
do well, is not one and the same thing. How docs the 
sinner cease to do evil if not by learning to do well ? 
What is it to make a new heart, and a new spirit, if it is 
not to cast away our transgressions, and renounce our 
sins ? Does a man renounce his sins with no good inten- 
tion? If not. then the renunciation of sin implies the 
exercise of a new heart. And what is taking away the 
heart of stone, if it is not giving the heart of flesh ? 
What is tlio heart which is neither a heart of stone nor 
a heart of flesh ? — in other words, which is not a hard 
heart nor a broken heart, a proud heart nor a contrite 
heart, an eril heart nor a good heart, an impenitent heart 
nor a penitent heart ? What is the state of the sinner 
while ho is using the means of regeneration with motives 
which are neither right iior wrong ? 

But it is said that making to cease the same as to begin, 
we make two distinct acts one and the same ; and can 
any one suppose that ceasing to act is actmg ? Suppose 
I should say the sinner ceases to hate by beginning to 
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love; do I make two diGtinct acts one and the same¥fl 
Certainly not, for there is but one act in tlie case. Sup*! 
pose an act of love immediately to succeed an act of 
hatred. How does tho sinner cease to hate ? Not by 
hating, surely. To hate and cease to hate are not the _ 
same. He ceases to hate, tlierefore, by beginning to lova^ 
Consequently, to cease is tho same as to begin. Tho s 
ner ceases to bo sinful, by beginning to bo holy. He c> 
to be dead, by beginning to live. He ceases to be blin^J 
by beginning to see. He ceases to be a natural man, by^fl 
beginning to be a spiritual man. He ceases to be proud, 
by bogimiing to be lmnil)le. He ceases to be selfish, by 
beginning to be benevolent. He ceases to bo against 
Christ, by beginning to be for him. He ceases to love the 
world supremely, by beginning to love God. Ho puts off 
tlie old man, by putting on the new man. And makes 
him a new heart, and a new spirit, by renouncing hisfl 
sins. 

The theory in question, as it seems to me, involves i 
absurdity of supposing the heart to be changed before the 
sinner is born again. When is the heart of tho sinner 
changed, if not when he ceases to be supremely selfish ? 
What is tho stony heart which God promises to take away, 
if it is not a heart of supreme selfisbness ? Why does the 
sinner need to be born again ? Is it not because his he£ 
is perverse, and fully set in liim to do evil ? 
will not yield obedience to the reasonable commands 
his Maker ? But in what does perversoncss of heart coi^-' 
sist, if not in supreme sellishness ? But this is supposed 
to be removed antecedent to regeneration. According to 
this tlieory tho sinner ceases to be supremely selfish. Coi^ 
sequently, the perverseuess and obduracy of his heart are 
gone. He is now inclined to do his duty. He has silt- 
cere and intense desires to comply with the terms of 
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mercy. He makes vigorous efforts to obey, and is acta- 
ally doing as well as he can. If not, he ought to do bet- 
ter, and is actually chargeable with guilt. But in that 
case he would not be using the means of regeneration ; 
for it is admitted that no sinful acts aro to be regarded aa 
using these means. According to this theory, antecedent 
to regeneration, the character of the sinner is essentially 
changed. He ceases to be selfish, and ceases to sin. His 
enmity to God, and love of sin, and hatred of duty, are 
gone, and he is inclined to renounce every evil and false 
way, and to cngago in the service of God. If this does 
not denote a change of licart, it will be diEBcult to say what 
does denote such a cbango. 

Besides : Previous to a change of heart the sinner is 
blind to all tlio beauty of divine objects. But this theory 
supposes that the sinner, antecedent to regeneration, dis- 
covers a reality and excellency in the objects of holy affec- 
tion, and that this discovery puts him upon direct and 
desperate efforts to fis his heart upon them. If this be 
BO, is not the moral blindness removed from his heart? Is 
he still the natural man who receiveth not tlie things of 
the Spirit of God, and who can not know them, because 
they are spiritually discerned ? If lie discovers an excel- 
lency in the cliaracter of God and of Christ, in the divine 
law and in holiness, aro not his views and feelings essen- 
tially changed ? Is ho not turned from darkness to light ? 
Have not old things passed away, and all things become 
new ? In a word, is he not a new creature, and that, too, 
according to the theory in question, before he is bom 
again? 

This theory seems to me, also, to dispense with the ne- 
cessity of the Spirit's agency in regeneration. Why is it 
necessary that the sinner should bo renewed by the power 
of the Holy Ghost ? This necessity arises solely from the 
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pervereenesB and obstinacy of his heart. If he were itt- j 

clined to do his duty, lie would not need to be born again. 
But, according to the scheme in questiou, the perversenesB 
and obstinacy of the sinner's lieart are removed before he 
is born of the Spirit, The selfish spirit is suspended, and 
he is inclined to do his duty. If this be so, I see not why 
every obstacle to his becoming holy is not removed. In- 
deed, I see not why his regeneration is not already accom- 
plished. If he has ceased to be supremely selfish, — if tho 
enmity of his heart is slain, and he has become willing to 
do his duty, — his character, as I have shown, has certainly 
undergone an essential change ; and if all this has been 
effected without the special agency of the Holy Spirit, I 
see no necessity for that agency. What is there to hinder 
a person, in the state supposed, from loving God, and 
cheerfully devoting himself to his service? Not selfish- 
ness, not any aversion to holiness, not any opposition of 
heart, or any unwillingness to do his duty, for these have 
all disappeared. Every thing, indeed, which can ration- 
ally bo supposed to render the agency of the Holy Spin 
necessary in renewing the heart, is removed. 

Again : This theory, if drawn out, and intelligihlyl 
taught, appears to me to bo adapted to stifle conviction of 
sin, and to produce spurious conversions. Suppose the 
sinner, in any state of mind short of regeneration, to bo 
informed that he has ceased to be selfish, that liis desirt 
for acceptance with God are truly sincere, and tliat if I 
suffers these thoughts and feehngs, uncounteracted and'' 
unresisted, to occupy his mind, they will result in a change 
of heart ; would not such instruction have a direct ten- 
dency to counteract the strivings of the Spirit, and stifle 
conviction of sin ? Would it not tend to soothe the con- 
science, to quiet fear, and inspire hope and consolation ia 
tho soul to which God has not spoken peace ? Would ift i 
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not tend to lead (he sinner to rest on the self-righteous 
hope of the hypocrite ? Suppose a person should givG 
eubstantiaUy the following account of his religious expe- 
rience : In tho first place, I suspended my selfishness and 
ceased to sin. Theu, influenced by self-love, I took into 
solemn consideration the question whether the highest 
happiness is to be found iu God or tho world. I pursued 
this inquiry till it resulted in the conviction that such 
happiness is to be found iu God only. I followed up this 
conviction with eugi'ossing contemplation of the realities 
which truth discloses, and with that stirring up of my sen- 
sibilities, in view of them, which invested the world, when 
considered as my only portion, with an aspect of gloom, 
and even of terror. I persevered in tliis contemplation 
till I discovered a reality and an excellence in tho objects 
of holy affection tliat put me upon du-ect and desperate 
efforts to fix my heart upon them. I entered on this pro- 
cess of thought, of effort, and of action, as one that was 
never to be abandoned, until the end proposed by it was 
accomplished ; and in this way my regeneration was 
accomplished. — Would this be regarded as a satisfactory- 
account of genuine conversion ? It certtunly differs ma- 
terially from those which have generally been giveu by 
persons whose subsequent lives have exhibited satisfac- 
tory evidence of piety. The true convert does not regard 
himself as having ceased to be supremely selfish till his 
heart was changed ; nor docs he look upon his desires 
and efforts which preceded a change of heart as sincere 
and sinless. On the contrary, he knows they were entire- 
ly selfish, and in a high degree sinful. And when a per- 
son traces his conversion to what he regards as sincero 
desires and efforts existing antecedent to regeneration, it 
is a pretty sure sign that he has uot seen the plague of Iiis 
own heart, and that he is flattering himself with a delusive 
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hope. Nor does the tnie convert make his own Imppmees 
his ultimate end, and choose God for his portion from a 
principle of self-love. He loves God because his charao> 1 
ter is amiable, and worthy to be loved. Nor does this I 
amiableness of tlie divine character result merely from an 
intellectual conviction that more happiness is to be ob- 
tained from God than from the world ; but he perceives 
an intrinsic excellency in tlie character of God wliich ren- 
ders him worthy of the supreme aEFection of every rational 
creature, aside from all motives of personal interest. 
When the divme character is presented to the contempla- 
tion of the new-born soul, he views it with complacency. 
He does not stop to inquire whether it will make him more 
happy to love God than not to love him. He loves ( 
before he knows the happiness which will result from tl 
exercise of this affection. Wlien, therefore, 
flatters himself that he loves God, and delights in the 
duties of religion, merely because he expects by this 
means to secure his highest Iiappiucss, it is an infallible 
sign of selfnleccption. I can not, therefore, suppress the 
conviction, tliat this scheme, when drawn out in such a 
form as to be intelligible to t)ie mass of the communis, _ 
and exhibited in the public instruction of the sanctuar^^ 
will exert a most disastrous influence on the cause ( 
evangeUcal religion, and be the means of deceiving i 
destroying souls. 



N. B. TMs Eulgcct I have diacusscd ni 
■with Dr. Taylor. 
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XYIII. 

REGENERATION.— VI. 
Evidences of Regeneration. 

The Scriptures teach us that the heart is deceitful above 
all things, aud desperately wicked. They also teach us 
tliat many do deceive tliomselvcs in regard to their char- 
acter and spiritual state. " There is a generation tliat 
are pure in their own eyes that have not been washed from 
Uieir filthiucss." Many will say to Christ at tlie last day, 
" Lord, Lord, have wo not eaten and drunken in thy 
presence ? " to whom ho will say, " I never know you." 
Hence the vast importauce of understanding wljat are the 
distinguishing evidences of regeneration. 

The apostle says, (Hom. viii. 16.) " The Spirit itself 
heareth witness with our spirit, that we are the children 
of God." Itut how does the Spirit bear witness to our 
adoption and regeneration ? Some suppose that he does 
it directly by an inward suggestion to the mind, which is 
of the nature of an immediate revelation. 

In regard to this supposed revelation, I would ask, Is 
it infallible, or is it not ? In other words, are believers, 
by this inward suggestion, infallibly assured of their re- 
generation, or not? If they are not, it does not answer 
the purpose of a revelation, EUid can not be regarded as 
a direct witness of the Spirit, If it is infallible, then 
there is no danger of Bclf-dcception. Every believer 
knows infallibly that he has been born again, and self- 
examination is needless. What need can there be for 

(383) 
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examinatioa to ascertain the truth of a fact which has 
already been made knowu by divine revelation ? But 
Christians are commanded to examine themselves whethw^ 
they be in the faith. 

I would ask agaui, By what means is a person to knov 
that he lias the direct witness of the Spirit ? Supp( 
that he has a strong impulse on his mind that he is a 
cepted of God ; how does he know that this impulse is ' 
irom the Spirit of God ? In what part of tlie Bible is he 
directed to rely on such an impulso ? How does he know 
that this is not ono way in which the great adversary de- 
ceives aud destroys souls ? Suppose this impression to 
be Btrengthcued by a remarkable dream, or by a passage 
of Scripture coming suddenly to the mind ; still, how 
does he know that tlic whole is not a delusion ? Where 
in the Scriptures arc these tilings mentioned as evidences 
of regeneration ? Tlio truth is, we are not to expect a 
direct witness of the Spirit, The Spirit bears witness to 
our regeneration indirectly by the work which he per- 
forms in our hearts. The way in which wc are to ascer- 
tain our spiritual state is to examine ourselves, and com- 
pare our hearts and lives with the standard of divine 
truth. The promises of the gospel are made to thoe 
who possess certain traits of character. If we woiJ 
ascertain whether we are interested in the promises, ? 
must inquire whether we possess those traits of characteRil 
Now, all the Christian graces are wrought in tlie hearts dlM 
Christians by the agency of the Holy Spirit. If we find ' 
that we possess these graces, then our spirits discern the 
work which the Holy Spirit has performed in our hearts ; 
and thus the Spirit itself bears witness with our spirifa 
that we are the children of God. 

But what are evidences of regeneration ? I obsert 
negatively ; No degree of conviction is certain evident 
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of regeneration. Although it is tnie, as I have Ehown in 
a former lecture, tliat conviction does precede regenerar 
tion, and that we have no reason to suppose that any per- 
son is truly bom again who haa not been brought to some 
just sense of his condition as a lost sinner ; and al- 
thougli those cases of supposed conversion which are 
preceded by clear conviction of sin, are the most satis- 
fectory, other things being equal, yet conviction and 
regeneration are entirely distinct from each other, nor is 
there any certain connection between them. Persons 
may be, for a long time, under clear and powerful con- 
viction, and yet resist the Spirit and return to stupid- 
ity ; or they may take up with a vain and delusive hope. 

Agaiji : It is no certain sign that a person has been 
born again, that, after having been for a season in great 
distress of mind, lie is now filled with joy and peace. 
There is a joy and peace in hcliering ; there is also a 
lalse joy, and false peace. This is clearly tauglit in the 
parable of the sower. It is said of those who are repre- 
sented by tlic seed which fell on stony places, that they 
received tlie word with joy, but, having no root, tliey 
endured only for a time. Let a person convince himself, 
whether witli or without good reason, that his sins are 
pardoned, and that he has an inheritance in heaven, and 
no wonder that he is filled with joy. Selfish joy, occar 
sioncd hy the presumption of personal safety, often rises 
to a high degree. 

Again : Great confidence of an interest in the promises, 
is no certain evidence of regeneration. Such confidence, 
as a general thing, is an unfavorable symptom. Persons 
who are truly converted may have such clear discoveries 
of divine things as to raise them above all doubt and fear 
in regard to their spiritual state ; but generally, true con- 
verts are jealous of themselves. They know that there is 
33 



LECTURES. 



danger of self-decoption ; and altlioiigh they are conscioW J 
of a cbnnge in their views aud feelings, yet they 8oe a 
much sin in themselves, they feel afraid that they haitt'l 
not experienced that change which is necessary to salr»-fl 
tiou. They, therefore, rejoice with trembling, and spe^k] 
of themselves with modesty and fear. 'When a perstail 
is very confident that he has been converted, there ik~ 
reason to fear that he has not seen the plague of Iiis own 
heart, aud that his religious affections are spurious. 

Again : Great zcaUu religion is no certain evidence of 
regeneration. There is false zeal as well as true. There | 
is a zeal according to knowledge, and there is a blindi 
headlong zeal, which is the effect of delusion. 

The Pharisees had a zeal of God, hut it was not accord- 
ing to knowledge. Aud who are more zealous than those 
who are the victims of a wild fanaticism ? Spurious 
religious affections olten rise to a high degree — 
higher degree even than those which arc genuine ; i 
tltey will, of course, manifest themselves in a correspODj 
iug degree of zeal. 

But how shall we distinguish between those religioi 
affections that are spurious and those that are genuine f 3 

I answer, Those which are spurious are selfish. Thoe 
which are genuine are not selfish. By faithfully applyimgj 
tills criterion, we may ascertain the character of i 
rehgious affections. 

Suppose a person thinks ho loves God. Let him ask;] 
himself on what account he loves liini. Is it merel 
because God has been good to him — because he 
spared his life, and loaded him with benefits — or becaw 
he hopes that he has pardoned his sins, and given him j 
title to heaven ? If this is the only reason why he lovenl 
God, it is no evidence of regeneration. Man needs i 
change of heart, in order to exorcise tliis kind of loi:<6.^ 
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« Sinners also love those that love them." If wc love 
God only for his favors, we do not in reality love him at 
all. Self is tlio great object of our regard ; and nothing 
else is regarded, except as it contributes to our own per- 
sonal interest. 

If wo liavo any true love to God, wo shall love his 
character. We shall contemplate his perfections with 
delight. The divino character will appear infinitely 
lovely ; and we shall feel, that whatever becomes of us, 
God is worthy to be loved by every intelligent creature in 
the universe. 

Suppose a person feels sorrow for sin : let him ask 
himself why ha sorrows for sin. Is it solely on account 
of the injury which sin has done to himself, or the pun- 
isluncnt to which it exposes him ? If this is the only 
reason, his sorrow for sin is not godly sorrow. It is self- 
ish sorrow, the sorrow of the world, which workcth death. 
It does not differ in kind from the sorrow of Judas after 
he had betrayed innocent blood ; or of the wicked at the 
day of judgment, when distress and anguish shall come 
upon them ; or of the lost spirits in hell. 

That godly sorrow for sin, which is essential to true 
repentance, flows from love to God, and is exercised 
toward sin on account of its own intrinsic turpitude. In 
the exercise of this sorrow tho person sees sin to be odious 
in itself, as committed against God, independently of all 
relation it has to his own personal interest. It appears 
to him to be infinitely unreasonable that a creature 
should sin against his Maker, even if he could do it with 
impunity. 

Again : Suppose a person's mind is GUod with religious 
joy. Let him ask himself in what he rejoices. Does he 
rejoice merely in the presumption that his own state is 
safe, that his sins aro forgiven, and that he has on 
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inheritance in heaven? If go, bis joy is eelfisb, and Htm 
not a fruit of the Spirit. That religious joy which is ■ 
evidence of regeneration, results from a delightful cm 
templation of divine objects. The true Christian rejoio* 
in God — in his character and government. He rejoice* 
that there is on the throne of the universe just such a 
Being — a Being almighty, infinitely wise, and infinitely 
good ; one who knows what is best, wlio is disixised to 
do what is best, and who ia able to do what he pleases. 
He rejoices that he and all creatures are in the hands of 
such a Being ; that his counsel will stand, and that lie willv 
do all his pleasure. He rejoices in the character > 
Christ, in tlie plan of salvation, and in all the great a 
precious promises of the Bible. He rejoices in the proB>4 
pcrit; of Ziou, and in all the glorious things which aroV 
spoken of the city of our God. Such are some of 1 
objects in which the Christian rejoices. His joys are i 
all selfish. 

Again : Suppose a person thinks he loves the people i) 
God. Tills is laid down in the Scriptures as one evideni 
of regeneration, " We know we have passed from def 
unto life, because we love the bretliren." To ascertaii 
whether he possesses the love required, let him ask him- 
self why he loves God's people. Is it merely because he 
thinks they are iiis friends, because they have been i 
to him, or because ho expects to receive favors fro 
Ihem ? Or does he love them because they belong to li 
own sect or party ? If he loves them for no other rcaso&t 
than these, his love is not of the right kind. If he has 
any true love to God's people, lie will love them because 
they are God's people, and because they possess, in some 
degree, the divine image. He will love them on account 
of the amiablencss and excellency of the Christian spirit 
which they possess, and he will love them in proportioa 
to the degree in which they manifest this spirit. 
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Thus all our religious affections may bo tested. If 
they arc Bpurious, they will be found to have tlieir foun- 
dation in self-love. But if they are genuine, they will 
be found to be disinterested. 

" The first objective ground of gracious affections," 
says Edwards. " is the tranacendentiy excellent aud amisr 
ble nature of divine things, as they are in themselves, 
and not any conceived relation they bear to self, or self- 
interest." 

He says also, " The divine excellency of God and of 
Jesus Christ, the word of God, his works, ways, etc., is 
the primary reason why a true saint loves these tilings, 
and not any supposed interest that ho lias in them, or any 
conceived benefit that he has received, or shall receive 
from them. Some say that divine love arises from self- 
love; and that it is impossible, in the nature of things, 
for any man to love God, or any otiior 'being, but that 
love to himself must be the foundation of it. But I hum- 
bly suppose it is for the want of consideration they say so. 
They argue that whoever loves God, and so desires hie 
glory, or the enjoyment of him, desires these things as hie 
own happiness ; the glory of God, and the beholding and 
enjoying of his perfections, are considered as things agree- ■ 
able to him, tending to make him happy ; he places his 
happiness in them, and desires them as objects which, if 
obtained, would fill him with delight and joy, and so make 
him happy. And so, they say, it is from self-love, or a 
desire of his own happiness, that lie desires God should 
be glorified, and desires to behold and to enjoy his 
glorious perfections. But then they ought to consider a 
little ftirther, and inquire how the man came to place his 
happiness in God's being glorified, and in contemplating 
and enjoying his perfections. There is no doubt but 
that, after God's glory and beholding his perfections are 
33 • 
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become agreeable to him, he will desire them as he desires ■ 
his own happiness. But how came these thiDgs to be so 
agreeable to liim that he esteems it his highest happiness 
to glorify God, etc. ? Is not this the fruit of love ? Must 
not a man first love God, or have his heart united to liim, 
before he wUI esteem God's good liis own, and before he 
will desire the glorifying and enjoying of God as his hap- 
piness ? It is not strong arguing, that because, after a 
man has his heart united to God in love, as a fruit of this, 
he desires his glory and enjoyment as liis own happiness, 
that therefore a desire of this happiness of his own must 
needs be the cause and foundation of his love ; unless it be 
a strong arguing that because a father begat a son, there- 
fore Ills son certainly begat him. If, after a man loves God, 
it will be a consequence and fruit of this, that even love to 
his own happiness will cause him to desire the glorifying 
and enjoying of God, it wUl not thence follow that thu.H 
very exercise of self-lovo went before this love to God,|l 
and that this love to fiod was a consequence and fruftv 
of that. Something else entirely distinct from self-loi 
might be the cause of this, viz., a change made in 1 
views of the mind, and relish of his heart, whereby h6l 
apprehends a beauty, glory, and supreme good in God^ 
nature, as it is in itself. This may be the thing tliat E 
draws his heart to him, and causes his heart to be u 
to him, prior to all considerations of his own interest a 
hy.ppiness, although after this, and as a fruit of it, 
necessarily seeks his interest and happiness in God. 
That kind of affection to God or Jesus Christ which 
properly arises from self-love can not be truly gracious 
and spiritual love. ... As the love and joy or hypo- J 
crites are all from the source of self-love, so it i 
their other affections, their sorrow for sin, their hui 
ation and submission, their religious desires and i 
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Every tiling is, as it were, paid for beforehand in God's 
highly gratifying their solf-love by making so much of 
them, and exalting them so highly in their imagination. 
It is easy for nature, corrupt as it is, under a notion of 
being already some of the highest favorites of heaven, 
and having a God who so protects and favors them in 
Uicir sins, to love this imaginary God that suits them go 
well, and to extol him, submit to him, and to be fierce 
and zealous for him." 

Among the evidences of regeneration may be mentioned 
humiliti/. 

That religion which fosters spiritual pride — wMcli 
causes persons to think well of themselves — is not the 
religion of the gospel. True grace humbles the soul ; 
and those on whom God looks with approbation have a 
low opinion of themselves, " God resisteth the proud, 
but givcth grace to the humble," Although he is the high 
and lofty one tliat inhabitetli eternity, yet to this man will 
he look, who is a humble and contrite spirit, and who 
trembleth at his word. " Tlie Lord is nigh unto them 
that are of a broken heart, and saveth such as are of a 
contrite spirit." " Though tlie Lord be high, yet hath he 
respect unto the lowly." " Every one tliat exalteth him- 
self shall be abased, and ho that Immbleth himself shall 
be exalted." The true Christian, so far from growing bet- 
ter in his own eyes, and lookuig upon himself with com- 
placency, sees more and more the wickedness of his own 
heart, feels more and more unworthy of the divine favor, 
and has, of course, an increasing sense of the riches of 
tliat grace by whieti sinners are saved. 

An ardent tmigin^ ajter holiness is another evidence of 
regeneration. " Blessed are they who hunger and thirrt 
after righteousness, for they shall be filled." But hero is 
need of discrimination. All men desire happiness, and 
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siuners may be convinced that religion is necessary to the 
attainment of future happiness, and on that account c 
desire to possess it ; but in this case holiness is not t 
object of their desire. They have no love for IioUm 
on tlie contrary, tbey contemplate it with aversion. T 
desire it only as the means of escaping future misery, 
and securing eternal blessedness ; just as a sick man 
sometimes desires a very disagreeable medicine, which h 
is convinced that he must take or die. But the l 
Christian desires to be holy, because he loves holinesfcJ 
He longs to be freed from sin, because sin appears to 1 
to be odious. It is his greatest burden. There is notJi 
from which he so ardently desires to be delivered a 
wicked heart. It is liis prayer, " Create iu mo a c 
heart, God, and renew a right spirit within me." 
a person thus hungers and tliirsts after righteoui 
it is a sure evidence that he has passed from des 
ujito life. 

I can not, in a single lecture, go into a detailed i 
count of all the evidences of regeneration. 1 will, there" 
fore, mention only one more. 

A spirit of obedience is evidence of a new heart. By 
a spirit of obedience I mean a disposition to obey C 
commandments. Tlie true Christian has tlie sjiirit i 
adoption, which is the spirit of a dutiful child. A duti 
ful child delights to obey his father's will. If wo 1 
Giod, wc shall love his law ; and if we love the law, 
shall love to obey it. " He that docth righteousness ii 
righteouH. He that eoramitetli sin is of the devil ; for tl 
devil sinncth from the beginning. For this cai 
of God was manifested, that lie might destroy the wm 
of the dovil." " In this are the cluldren of God j 
jfest, and the children of the devil. Whosoever doc 
not rigliteousncss is not of God." " Who shall a 
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thy tabernacle? Who Blmll dwell in thy holy MU! He that 
walketh uprightly, and workcth righteousness." " There 
is no condemnation to them that are in Christ Jesus, who 
■walk not after the flesh, but after the Spirit." Those 
who are renewed by the Spirit of God arc " created anew 
in Christ Jesus unto good works." They were " chosen 
in Christ before the foundation of the world, that they 
should be holy." They were predestinated by God " to be 
conformed to his Son." Christ came into the world to 
save his people, not in their sins, but from their sins, and 
" to purify imto himself a peculiar people, zealous of 
good works." Those, therefore, who do not walk in new- 
ness of life — who do not " live soberly, righteously, and 
godly in this present world" — can have no evidence 
that they have passed from deatli unto life. 

But obedience, to bo evidence of regeneration, must be 
cheerful : it must flow from the heart. There may be 
external obedience, prompted by selfish motives, which ia 
no evidence of regeneration. Tlie Christian obeys God 
because he loves liis service. He esteems it a privilege as 
well as a duty to serve him. It is his meat and drink to 
do the will of his heavenly Father. He ruus in the way 
of God's commandments with delight, and in keeping 
them he finds a great reward. 

To illustrate the nature of true obedience, the follow- 
ing representation has been made : — 

A traveler, passing a field, sees a man laboring with 
great diligence, and inquires of bim tlie motive which 
prompts him to such exertion. He says, My master has 
Bet me a ta^^k, and promised, if I perform it, to give mo 
a great reward. I am laboring to obtain the reward. 
Passing on a little distance, he observes another laboring 
with the same diligence, and makes of him the same 
inquiry. He says. My master has set me a task, and 
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threatened to punish me severely if I do not perform iUM 
I am laboring to escape the punishment. A liiird, 
ing with the same diligence, and being iuteiToga,ted i 
tlic same manner, exclaims, I am laboring for my masteiy 
and I have so good a master I never can do enough foK 
him. 

It is easy to see from tliis illustration what is the natum | 
of true evangelical obedience. 

Obedience, to be evidence of regeneration, must ba I 
constant and uniform. It must not be fitful and unsteady. 
The true Christian is governed by principle, and not by 
impulse, and frames, and feelings. If a person " finds in 
liimself a steady disposition to learn, as for as possible, 
the true import of tlic doctrines and precepts of the 
gospel, and in this manner the real nature of his owu f 
duty ; if he loves moral rectitude in such a degree i 
anxiously to inquire what it is ; and if, when he h>s J 
learned what it is, lie is disposed to yield to proof a 
conviction, and pursue his duty because it is seen to I 
his duty, he may justly be satisfied tliat he has 1 
renewed." 

The true Christian Acs respect to all God's comm 
He is not strict in some things, and very negligent < 
others, equally important. There is a beauty and sjor- 1 
metry in the character of the Cliristian, which ii 
in the cliaractcr of the hypocrite. It is the nature of I 
false religion to be deformed ; and characteristic of all J 
hypocrites to strain at a gnat and swallow a camel. Tlii 
was true of tho Pharisees, In many things they weri 
scrupulously exact. They tithed mint, rue, anise, 
cumin, and were punctilious in their observance of t 
the rites and ceremonies of their ritual ; but they omittera 
the weightier matters of the law, judgment, mercy, ana 
faith. We have seen persons lay great stress on tin 
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belief of certain doelfiiics of revelation, while they were 
very lax in the porrorraaiico of duty. They contend ear- 
nestly for the faith once delivered to the saints, but do 
not adorn the doctrine of God our Savioui- in all things. 
Wo have seen persons very zealous in condemning certain 
sins, while they indulged in others equally licinuus. Now, 
true religion is not thus deformed. The Christian chat^ 
actcr is a more consistent character. It is formed on 
principles that enter into all the minutiaj of a man's life, 
and which have a commanding influence over all his con- 
duct. The true Christian is a man of religion at all 
times, and in all places, and under all circumstances. 
He is not a religious zealot on the Sahbath, and a world- 
ling through the week. He is not a stickler for par- 
ticular doctrines, and regardless of every thing which 
pertains to practical godliness. He is alike solicitous 
to hclieve all the doctrines, and to ohcy ail tho jtrecepts, 
of the gospel. No matter how orthodox a man may be, 
no matter how fluently he may talk on the subject of 
religion, no matter how strict he may be in llie perform- 
ance of many duties, and how zealous in condemning 
many sins, if he neglects other duties equally important, 
and indulges in other sins equally lioinous ; in short, if 
s not actuated in tho general course of his conduct by 
the spirit of tlie gospel, he has no good reason to conclude 
that he has been bom of tho Spirit. 
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